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REPORTS  OF  CASHS 


COURT  OF  ERROR  aid  APPEAL 


IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL. 

(August  25,  26,  27,  28  &»  29.  and  September  2,  1846.) 

I 

[Before  the  Hon,  the  Chief  Justice;  the  Hon,  J,  B. 
Macaulay,  Ex.  C;  the  Hon.  Attorney- General  Smithy 
Ex,  C, :  Hon,  Mr,  Justice  McLean,] 

On   an   Appeal    from  a    Decree    of   His  Honour  the   Vicb- 
Chancellor  of  Upper  Canada. 

Between  William  Simpson,  Abel  R.  Ward,  Elijah 
W.  BoYCB,  Henry  Lake,  Rufus  S.  Collins, 
and  Henry  Glass,  Appellants,  and  Terence 
Smyth  and  Henry  George  Smyth,  Respon- 
dents, 

Sale  of  equity  of  redemption  by  sheriff  under  fi.  fa. — Pleading — Demurrer 
for  want  of  parties — Practice — Power  of  court  to  refuse  redemption 
under  certain  circumstances,  uhon  the  construction  of  the  nth  clause 
of  the  Chancery  Act,  7  Wm.  Iv.,  ch.  2 — Evidence. 

Held,  by  all  the  court,  that  an  equity  of  redemption  of  an  estate  of 
inheritance  cannot  be  sold  by  thti  sheriff  under  a  common  law 
process. 

The  plaintiffs  in  the  court  below  having  filed  their  bill  to  redeem, set- 
ting forth  in  a  schedule  the  names  of  certain  parties  who  had  pur- 
chased portions  of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  charging  them  with 
notice  of  the  defect  in  the  title,  but  none  of  whom  were  made  parties 
nor  was  any  reason  assigned  for  not  including  them  as  parties  to  the 
suit  ;  one  of  the  defendants  put  in  a  general  demurrer  for  want  of 
parties,  which  upon  argument  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  was 
overruled,  on  the  ground  that  the  prayer  of  the  bill  was  in  the 
alternative,  and  to  the  relief  prayed  by  one  of  those  alternatives  the 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  without  thoss  parties  being  present.  Held^ 
on  appeal,  that  if  for  any  part  of  the  relief  prayed  other  parties  are 
necessary  to  be  brought  before  ths  court,  a  demurrer  to  the  whole 
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bill  will  hold  ;  but,  as  the  defendant  had  subsequently  to  the  order 
overruling  the  demurrer  put  in  his  answer,  held,  that  he  was  too 
late  in  making;  an  appeal  from  that  order,  and  the  appeal  from  the 
order  overruling  the  demurrer  was  dismissed  without  costs. 

Per  Robinson,  C.  J.,  and  McLean,]. — The  Court  of  Chancery,  under 
the  nth  section  of  the  Chancery  Act,  may,  under  certain  circum- 
stances, refuse  redemption,  notwithstanding  twenty  years  have  not 
elapsed  since  the  mortgagor  went  out  of  possession. 

Per  Macaulay  and  Smith,  Ex,  C. — That  the  court  has  not,  under  this 
section,  power  to  refuse  redemption,  where  by  the  law  of  England 
the  party  would  be  entitled  to  redeem,  but  has  onlv  a  discretion  of 
imposing  terms  different  from  those  that  would  be  imposed  accord- 
ing to  the  strict  rules  in  England. 

One  of  the  several  defendants  having  deposed  to  afact.which,if  proved 
by  proper  testimony  „would  have  tended  to  defeat  the  suit  as  against 
him  as  well  as  as^ainst  his  co  defendants,  quare,  whether  his  evi- 
dence is  admissible  on  behalf  of  his  co-defendants  ?  {a). 

StatemenL-'Bj  the  pleadings  in  this  cau8e,it  appeared 
that  in  November,  1840,  the  respondents  filed  there 
original  bill  against  William  Simpsony  stating  to  tlie 
effect,  that  their  father,  Thomas  Smyth^  deceased,  was 
seised  in  fee  of  lots  Nos.  1  &  2  iu  the  fourth  concession 
of  Elmsley,  and  that  in  December,  1610,  he  had  mort- 
gaged the  premises  to  one  Joseph  Seivall  for  £233  lis. 
8d.,  payable  8rd  of  August,  1811,  which  was  not  paid  at 
the  time  limited ;  that  Thomas  Smyth,  in  December, 
1839,  duly  made  his  will,  and  devised  the  premises  to 
the  respondents,  subject  to  a  life  interest  of  his  widow, 
which  had  since  determined,,  and  that  Thomas  Smyth, 
died  without  revoking  said  will ;  the  bill  further  stated 
that  the  interest  of  Sewall  had  become  vested  in  William 
Simpson,  to  whom  applications  had  been  made  to 
redeem,  and  prayed  an  account,  &c. 

To  this  bill  Simpson  filed  a  plea  setting  forth  that 

(a)  Abel  R.  Ward  had  been  examined  as  a  witness  for  the  defen- 
dants in  the  court  below,  and  staled  that  previous  to  the  transfer  from 
Chas.  Jones  to  himself,  Hicock  had  asked  Terence  Smyth  in  presence 
of  Wc.rd,  "if  his  father  had  any  intention  to  purchase,  and  Terence 
Smyth  said  his  father  had  no  such  intention;  that  he  had  removed 
the  irons  from  the  old  saw-mill,  and  had  abandoned  the  place  ;  and 
that  he  (Terence  Smyth)  was  very  glad  it  was  going  to  fall  into  my 
hands." 

This  evidence  has  been  objected  to  in  the  court  below.and  was  read 
de  bene  esse. 

The  objection,  on  the  part  of  the  respondents,  was  again  made  on 
the  appeal.  The  court  appeared  to  sustain  the  objection,  and  directed 
it  to  be  read  de  bene  ^ss^.but  no  notice  is  taken  of  it  in  the  judgments. 
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SewaU  by  a  deed-poll  aBsigned  the  premises  to  Charles 
Janes,  in  1825 ;  that  Sewall  in  Trinity  Term,  59  Geo. 
III.,  recovered  judgment  against  Thomas  Smyth  for 
£467  2s.  6d.  debt,  and  £1S  18s.  costs,  and  sued  out  a 
writ  against  goods,  which  was  returned  nulla  bona,  and 
subsequently  sued  out ^. /a.  against  lands  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  Johnston  District,  under  which  the  sheriflf 
in  1825  exposed  the  interest  of  Thomas  Smyth  in  the 
premises  for  sale,  and  that  the  said  Jones  then  bought 
the  same  for  £105,  atid  by  deed-poll  dated  the  27th  of 
August,  1825,  the  sheriff  conveyed  to  Jones  all  Thomas 
Smyth's  interest ;  that  Jones  by  deed-poll  of  30th  July, 
1827,  for  £600  conveyed  to  Trueman  Hicock  and 
Jam€8  Simpson  as  tenants  in  common,  the  former  two- 
thirds,  the  latter  one-third ;  that  Hicock  conveyed  to 
James  Simpson  two  undivided  sixths  of  the  premises 
by  two  several  conveyances  of  the  Slst  of  January,  and 
the  11th  of  April,  1831  :  that  Hicock  on  the  2nd  of 
May,  1881,  conveyed  to  Abel  R.  Ward  his  remaining 
one-third  part  of  the  premises;  (a)  thdit  James  Simpson 
and  Ward,  on  the  2l8t  of  February,  1832,  conveyed 
the  premises  in  question  to  Willinm  Simpnon  for  £5000, 
and  submitted  that  the  respondents  had  not  any  title 
to  the  premises  or  right  to  redeem. 

On  the  30th  of  July,  1841,  this  plea  was  argued  before 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  and  overruled  with  costs.  Sub- 
sequently, and  in  the  month  of  April,  1842,  William 
Simpson  put  in  his  answer,  and  thereby,  after  admitting 
the  seisen  in  fee  of  Thomas  Smyth,  the  mortgage  to 
Sewall,  and  the  death  and  will  of  Thomas  Smyth  as  in 
the  bill;  the  answer  set  forth  the  judj>ment  obtained  by 
Sewall  against  Sm.yth,  the  writ  of  ,/i.  fa.  against  lands, 
and  the  sale  thereunder  of  the  premises  in  question  to 
Jones,  as  in  the  plea  mentioned ;  and  relied  upon  the 
sherifif 's  deed  as  a  good  conveyance  of  the  mortgagor's 
equity  of  redemption ;   also,  that  Thomas  Smyth  had 

(a)  By  Ward's  answer  it  appeared  that  Hicock  only  held  as  trustee 
for  Ward. 
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relinqaished  the  possession  of  the  premises  in  question, 
at  the  time  of  such  sale,  without  any  steps  having 
been  taken  to  eject  him  therefrom,  and  having  also 
withdrawn,  not  only  his  personal  property,  but  also 
the  fixtures  of  the  saw  mill  then  erected  thereon ;  and 
that  the  price  paid  upon  that  sale  was  then  the  full 
value  of  the  property, 

Theanswernext  deduced  the  title  from  Charles  Jones 
to  William  Simpson,  exactly  as  in  the  plea,  and  stated 
besides,  an  indenture  of  the  5th  day  of  June,  1834, 
between  William  Simpson  and  Ahel  R,  Ward,  by  which 
a  partition  was  made  of  the  property  in  question,  and 
the  two-thirds  of  Simpson  as  well  as  the  one-third  of 
Ward,  were  described  by  metes  and  bounds.  Simpson 
having  stated  in  his  answer  the  various  conveyances  set 
forth  in  the  plea,  relied  not  only  upon  the  legal  effect  of 
those  deeds,  but  also  upon  the  constructive  assent  of 
Thomas  Smyth,  as  well  as  of  the  respondents,  to  such 
sales.  The  answer  stated,  that  subsequently  to  the 
sheriff 's  sale,  Charles  Jones  was  willing  that  Thomas 
Smyth  should  redeem  the  property,  which  was  commu- 
nicated to  Thotnas  Smyth  and  the  respondents,  who  for 
a  considerable  period  endeavoured  to  raise  the  funds 
necessary  to  redeem,  and  had  also  offered  the  property 
for  sale  to  various  persons,  and  that  Jones  had  refused 
to  sell  to  any  person  else,  until  an  offer  had  been  made 
to  Smyth  to  redeem,  (a)  That  after  the  terms  of  the  sale 
to  Abel  R.  Ward  had  been  settled,  Trueman  Hicock, 
whom  he  had  requested  to  become  his  security  for  the 
purchase  money,  declined  {Simpson  had  been  informed) 
to  do  so,  unless  assured  that  Thomas  Smyth  had  relin- 
quished all  hope  of  purchasing,  and  only  assented  upon 
the  assurance  of  Terence  Smyth,  one  of  the  respondents, 
that  his  father,  the  said  Thomas  Smyth,  was  unable  to 
redeem  or  sell,  and  assented  to  the  sale  to  Ward.  The 

(a)  By  the  evidence  it  was  shown  that  Jones  had  given  Thomas 
Smyth  one  month  to  pay  the  amount,  and  that  at  or  soon  after  the 
expiration  thereof,  the  sale  to  Ward  was  completed. 
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answer  further  stated  that  Ward  had  taken  possession 
of  the  property  in  question  upon  his  purchase  from 
Jones,  and  that  it  had  continued  in  his  possession,  or 
that  of  his  assigns,  up  to  the  time  of  filing  the  bill ;  that 
during  all  this  period  the  respondents  had  resided  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  property  in  question,  as  had  Thomas 
Smyth  until  his  death ;  and  that  they  had  seen  the 
extensive  and  costly  improvements  made  by  Simpson, 
without  remonstrance.  That  Terence  Smyth,  in  1832, 
wrote  to  one  Shaw,  then  about  to  purchase  a  portion  of 
the  property,  that  in  his,  Terence  Smyth's  opinion,  Shaw 
or  any  person  else  might  purchase  without  fear  of  being 
disturbed  by  his  father  (a).  Under  the  circumstances, 
Simpson  relied  on  the  11th  clause  of  the  7th  Wm.  IV., 
ch .  2.  The  answer  disclosed  that  a  considerable  portion 
of  the  property  in  question  had  been  set  apart  by  the 
proper  authority  for  the  use  of  the  Eideau  Canal ;  and 
a  schedule  annexed,  contained  the  names  of  all  the 
persons  to  whom  William  Simpson  had  sold  any  portions 
of  the  premises  as  village  lots,  and  the  answer  submitted 
that  her  Majesty's  Attorney-General,  and  the  various 
sub-purchasers,  ought  to  have  been  parties;  thereupon 
the  respondents,  in  the  month  of  December,  1842, 
amended  their  bill  by  (amongst  other  things)  making  the 
appellants  Ward,  Boy ce.  Lake,  Collins,  and  Glass,  parties 
defendants  thereto.  And  in  such  amended  bill,  after 
stating  the  various  conveyances  set  forth  in  the  answer 
to  the  original  bill,  and  the  deed  of  partition,  they  stated 
that  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  parti- 
tion, the  appellant  Simpson  had  conveyed  various  por- 
tions of  the  property  sought  to  be  redeemed,  to  certain 
persons  whose  names  were  set  out  in  a  schedule  thereto 

(a)  The  letter  here  referred  to  was  in  the  followiDg  words  : 

"  Merrickville,  loth  May,  1832. 
••  Dear  Sir. — ^Yours  of  the  8th  instant  is  duly  received,  and  in 
reply,  beg  to  observe  that  Simpson's  title  to  Smyth's  Falls,  depends 
upon  the  legality  of  the  sherifl's  deed,  together  with  my  father's  right 
of  redemption,  agreeable  to  the  laws  of  England  with  regard  to  mort- 
gages ;  but  my  opinion  is.  that  you  or  any  other  person  may  purchase 
without  any  fear  of  being  disturbed  by  my  father.     I  remain,  &c,'* 

••  T.  Smyth." 
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annexed.     And  that  Abel  R.  Ward  had  also  made 
various  sales,  but  that  they  were  unable  to  discover  the 
names  of  such  purchasers ;  and  the  bill  also  charged 
notice  to  each  of  the  sub-purchasers  of  the  claims  set  up 
by  the  respondents,  and  prayed  **  that  defendants  might 
answer,  and  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  what 
remained  dueforprincipalandinterest  onthesaid  mort- 
gage, and  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  mortgaged 
premises,  received  by  defendants  and  others,  the  pur- 
chasers of  any  of  the  said  village  lots  so  conveyed  as 
aforesaid,  or  any  other  person  or  persons  by  their  order 
or  for  their  use,  or  which  without  their  wilful  default  or 
neglect  might  have  been  received  ;  and  that  upon  pay- 
ment of  what  (if  any  thing)  should  appear  to  be  due  for 
principal  and  interest  on  the  said  mortgage,  after  deduct- 
ing the  said  rents  and  profits,  the  plaintiffs  might  be 
admitted  to  redeem  the  said  premises,  and  that  the  same 
might  be  re-conveyed  to  plaintiffs  and  their  heirs^and 
that  any  surplus  of  the  said  rents  and  profits  above  what 
should  appear  to  be  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the 
sai«l  mortgage  might  be  re-paid  to  plaintiffs;  or  that  an 
account  might  be  taken  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  mortgaged  premises  received  by  defendants,  or  any 
other  persons  or  person,  by  their  order  or  for  their  use, 
or  which,  without  their  wilful  default,  might  have  been 
received ;  and  that  upon  payment  of  a  proportionate 
part  of  what  (if  any  thing)  should  appear  to  be  due  for 
principal  and  interest  on  the  said  mortgage, after  deduct- 
ing the  said  rents  and  profits,  plaintiffs  might  be 
admitted  to  redeem  so  much  of  the  said  mortgaged  pre- 
mises as  defendants  are  interested  in,  and  that  the  same 
might  be  re-conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  any  sur- 
plus of  the  said  rents  and  profits  above  the  said  propor- 
tionate part,  might  be  re-paid  to  the  plaintiffs  without 
prejudice  to.  their  proceeding  against  the  other  pur- 
chasers of  the  said  village  lots,  fortheredemptionof  the 
same;  or,  that  upon  payment  of  ^  hat  (if  any thing)should 
appear  to  be  due  for  principal  and  interest  on  the  said 
mortgage,  after  deducting  the  said  last  mentioned  rents 
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and  profits,  plaintiffs  be  admitted  to  redeem  the  said 
parts  of  the  said  mortgaged  premises  wherein  defendants 
are  interested,  and  that  the  same  might  be  re-conveyed 
to  plaintiffs ;  and  that  any  surplus  of  the  same  rents  and 
profits  above  what  should  appear  to  be  due  for  principal 
and  interest  on  the  said  mortgage  might  be  re-paid  to 
plaintiffs,  and  that  the  said  W.  Simpson  and  Abel  R. 
Ward  might  pay  the  plaintiffs  the  value  of  the  residue 
of  the  said  mortgaged  premises,  and  a  compensation  for 
the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  not  accounted  for,  or  the 
purchase  moneys  or  money  received  in  respect  thereof, 
with  interest  from  the  times  or  time  of  receiving  the 
same,  at  the  option  of  plaintiffs ;  or  that  upon  payment 
to  the  said  William  Simpson  and  A.  li.  Ward  of  what, 
if  any  thing  should  appear  to  be  due  for  principal  and 
interest  on  the  said  mortgage,  after  deducting  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  said  mortgaged  premises,  received 
by  the  said  William  Simpson  and  Abel  JR.  Ward,  or  any 
other  persons  or  person,  by  their  order,  or  for  their 
use,  or  which  without  their  wilful  default  might  have 
been  received,  plf^jintiffs  might  be  atlmitted  to  redeem 
such  parts  of  the  said  mortgaged  premises  as  the  said 
William  Simpson  and  Abel  R.  Ward  continue  interested 
in,  and  that  the  same  might  be  re-conveyed  to  plain- 
tiffs, and  that  any  surplus  of  the  said  last  mentioned 
rents  and  profits,  above  what  should  appear  to  be  due 
for  principal  and  interest  on  the  said  mortgage,  might 
be  re-paid  to  plaintiffs  by  the  said  Simpson  and  Abel 
R,  Ward;  and  that  the  said  IJ^illiam  Simpson  and 
Abel  R.  Ward  might  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  the  value  of 
the  residue  of  the  said  mortgaged  premises,  and  a 
compensation  for  the  rent  and  profits  thereof,  not 
accounted  for,  or  the  purchase  moneys  or  money 
received  in  respect  thereof,  with  interest  from  the 
times  or  time  of  receiving  the  same,  at  the  option  of 
plaintiffs,  and  for  further  relief." 

To  the  bill  so  amended  the  appellant  Wm.  Simpson, 
in  the  month  of  March,  1843,  put  in  a  general  demurrer 
for  want  of  parties,  alleging  as  cause  of  demurrer  that 
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the  several  sub-purchasers  named  in  the  schedule  to  the 
amended  bill  were  necessary  parties  ;  which  demurrer 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  on  the  11th  of  July,  1848,  over- 
ruled. After  the  demurrer  of  William  Simpson  had 
been  overruled,  the  appellants  Simpson,  Ward,  and 
Glass  put  in  their  several  answers,  and  Lake,  Boyce, 
and  Collins  answered  jointly,  in  which  they  respec- 
tively set  up  the  defences  relied  upon  in  the  plea  and 
demurrer  of  Simpson,  as  also  the  equitable  grounds 
relied  upon  in  Simpso?i*8  answer  to  the  original  bill. 

Evidence  was  taken,  the  important  parts  of  which 
are  noticed  in  the  judgment  of  the  court. 

[The  seisin  of  Thomas  Stnyth.ihe  mortgage  to  Sewall, 
thesheriff'ssalein  1825,  and  intermediate  conveyances, 
the  possession  of  Ward,  and  those  claiming  under  him, 
from  the  sale  by  Jones  to  him  in  1826,  and  also  the 
extensive  improvements  made  upon  the  premises, 
were  either  admitted  or  clearly  proved.  | 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  on  the  4th  of  June, 
1846,  when  His  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  made  the 
following  decree : 

"His  Honour  doth  order  and  decree,  that  it  be 
referred  to  the  master  of  this  court  to  take  an  account 
of  what  ie  due  to  the  plaintiffs  on  the  mortgage 
security  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  to  compute 
interest  thereupon;  and  it  is  further  ordered  that 
it  be  referred  to  the  master  to  take  an  account  of 
the  present  value  of  the  improvements  made  by  the 
defendants  on  such  of  the  mortgaged  lands  as  are  in 
their  possession,  or  as  are  claimed  by  the  said  defen- 
dants ;  and  it  is  ordered  that  it  be  referred  to  the 
master  to  set  an  occupation  ground-rent  on  such  of  the 
mortgaged  lands  as  are  claimed  by  the  said  defendants 
during  such  time  as  the  same  have  been  beneficially 
occupied  by  them,  w:  their  tenants  since  the  execution  of 
the  said  mortgage,  and  to  calculate  the  amount  thereof, 
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and  an  occupation  ground-rent  on  such  of  the  said 
mortgaged  lands  as  have  been  sold  during  such  time 
as  the  same  were  beneficially  occupied  by  the  defendants 
or  their  tenants  after  the  creation  of  the  mortgage  and 
before  the  sale  thereof,  and  to  calculate  the  amount 
thereof ;  and  it  is  further  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to 
the  master  to  take  an  account  of  such  of  the  mortgaged 
lands  as  have  been  sold,  and  of  the  terms  on  which  the 
same  were  sold,and  of  the  moneys  received  by  the  defen- 
dants or  any  of  them,  or  by  any  person  or  persons  by 
their  order  or  for  their  use,  on  account  of  such  sales, 
and  to  calculate  interest  thereon ;  and  bis  honour  doth 
order  and  decree,  that  the  mortgage  money  and  interest, 
and  the  aforesaid  value  of  the  improvements  be  set 
against  the  amount  of  the  said  ground  rent,  and  of  the 
said  purchase  moneys  received  by  the  said  defendants, 
and  the  interest  thereof,  and  that  a  balance  be  struck, 
and  that  the  party  from  whom  such  balance  shall  appear 
to  be  due,  do  pay  the  same  to  the  other  party ;  and  in 
case  such  balance  shall  appear  to  be  due  from  the  said 
plaintiffs  to  the  said  defendants,  then  upon  payment 
thereof  it  is  ordered,  that  the  said  defendants  do  con- 
vey and  assure  such  of  the  mortgaged  lands  as  are  vested 
in  them  unto  the  plaintiffs,  or  as  they  shall  appoint ;  and 
in  case  such  balance  shall  appear  to  be  due  from  the 
defendants  to  the  said  plaintiffs,  then  that  the  said 
defendants  do  pay  the  same,  and  convey  and  assure  such 
of  the  mortgaged  lands  as  are  vested  in  them  unto  the 
plaintiffs,  or  as  they  shall  appoint ;  and  his  honour  doth 
further  order,  that  the  said  defendants  do  assign  to  the 
plaintiffs  any  contracts  which  they  have  made  for  the 
sale  of  any  of  the  mortgaged  lands,  and  which  may 
remain  in  any  respect  open  and  unperformed ;  and  it  is 
further  ordered,  that  such  mortgage  money  and  interest 
aforesaid  be  divided  amongst  the  said  defendants  rate- 
ably  and  in  proportion,  and  that  every  defendant  receive 
the  value  of  his  own  improvements,  after  deducting  such 
ground  rent  as  aforesaid,  in  respect  of  the  lands  occupied 
as  aforesaid  by  himself  or  his  tenants,  and  such  part  of 

2  I   E.  &  A.       . 
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the  aforesaid  purchase  moneys  as  he  had  received,  with 
interest  thereon;  and  in  taking  the  accounts  hereby  refer- 
red to  the  master,he  is  to  make  to  the  parties  all  just  allow- 
ances ;  and  for  the  better  taking  of  the  same,  the  parties 
are  to  produce  before,  and  leave  with  the  master  upon 
oath  all  deeds,books,papers  and  writings  in  their  custody 
or  power  relating  thereto,  and  may  be  examined  upon 
interrogatories  as  the  master  shall  direct ;  for  which 
purpose,  and  for  the  examination  of  witnesses  in  the 
taking  of  the  said  accounts,  if  necessary,  a  commission 
or  commissions  may  issue  into  the  country,  directed  to 
proper  commissioners ;  or  such  examination  may  be  had 
before  an  examiner  or  examiners  of  this  court  in  the 
country,as the  master  shall  direct;  and  his  honour  doth 
reserve  the  consideration  of  costs,  and  of  further  direc- 
tions, until  after  the  master  shall  have  made  his  report/* 

From  this  decree,  and  the  several  orders  overruling 
the  plea  and  demurrer  of  William  Simpson,  the  4ef6n- 
dants  (in  the  court  below)  now  appealed ;  and  on  the 
appeal  coming  on  for  argument, 

Mr.  Sherwood,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Svllivan  and  Mr.  Blake, 
appeared  as  council  for  the  appellants  Simpson  and 
Ward;  and  with  reference  to  the  order  overruling  the 
plea,  stated  briefly  the  possession  of  Thomas  Smyth,  the 
father  of  the  respondents,  the  mortgage  and  bond  to 
Mr.  SewaU,  and  subsequent  judgment  and  execution 
against  lands,  under  which  the  sheriff  had  seized  the 
lands  now  sought  to  be  redeemed,  and  sale  to  Jones. 
Jones  claiming  the  fee,  sells,  and  after  various  mesne 
assignments  the  estate  vests  in  the  appellants.  The 
Smyths  having  filed  their  bill  to  redeem ,  Simpson  pleaded 
these  matters  in  bar  ;  and  the  question  that  arises  is, 
could  the  sheriff  sell  SmytWs  equity  of  redemption  under 
a  writ  ol  fieri  facias  issued  against  lands  ?  and  secondly, 
if  the  equity  of  redemption  were  saleable  under  that 
writ,  has  the  sale  of  the  land  conveyed  it  ? 

First,  is  the  equity  of  redemption  saleable  under  this 
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writ  ?  If  it  be  not,  it  must  be  on  the  ground  either 
(first)  that  equitable  interests  cannot  be  sold  under  a 
common  law  process,  or  (secondly)  that  the  words  of 
the  statute  (5  Geo.  II.,  ch.  7)  are  not  comprehensive 
enough  to  embrace  such  estates. 

Now,  as  to  equitable  interests  not  being  saleable  under 
common  law  process.    At  common  law,  two  writs  only 
were  known  for  the  recovery  of  debts ;  the  fieri  faeia$^ 
against  goods,  and  the  levari  fadaSj  against  corn  grow- 
ing, <fec.  (a)  The  only  remedies  against  lands  known  at 
the  present  day,  we  owe  to  express  enactments ;  and  the 
first  statute  which  subjected  lands  io  judgment.is  that 
of  Westminster,  2nd,  {h)  which  allows  the  plaintiff  to 
have  either  a  writ  of  fi^ri  facias  directed  to  the  sheriff, 
"  or  that  the  sheriff  shall  deliver  to  him  all  the  chattels 
of  the  debtor  (saving  only  hid  oxen  and  beasts  of  his 
plough)  a/ui  the  one-half  of  his  lands,  until  the  debt  be 
levied  upon  a  reasonable  price  or  extent ;  but  it  is  ob- 
servable in  the  first  place,  that  land  is  the  only  word 
used  in  the  Statute  of  Westminster,  *'  Mediatatem  Ter* 
ra"  and  therefore  no  argument  can  be  fairly  deducible 
from  the  construction  of  that  statute ;  and,  secondly,  that 
uses  and  trusts  were  unknown  at  the  time  the  Statute  of 
Westminster  was  passed,  and  but  little  understood  at 
the  date  of  the  Statute  of  Treasons ;  for  if  uses  had  been 
then  known,  it  is  evident  the  clergy  would  have  taken 
advantage  of  them  in  their  memorable  struggles  for 
aggrandisement,  but  we  find  that  the  Statute  '*  De 
Heligioses"  takes  no  notice  of  them,  though  passed  to 
prevent  alienations  in  mortmain,  and  indeed  although 
UBes  were  in  all  probability  devised  by  the  clergy  in  order 
to  defeat  the  Statute  De  Religioses,  still  they  did  not 
become  of  frequent  occurrence  till  the  contest  between 
the  houses  of  York  and  Lancaster,  in  the  reign  of 
Richard  IL,  obliged  men  to  devise  some  mode  to  pre- 
vent the  frequent  forfeitures  that  were  then  made  ;  and 

(a)  Sir  Wm.  Harbut's  case,  Co.  ii  b,  12  a. 

(b)  13  Ed.  I  cb.  18. 
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hence  Lord  Bacon  assigns  that  reign  as  the  period  of 
the  introduction  of  uses,  (a)  Therefore  it  is  evident  that 
neither  the  Statute  of  Westminster,  \7hich  was  passed 
before  uses  were  known,  nor  the  Statute  of  Treasons, 
which  was  enacted  before  they  became  a  common  mode 
of  conveyance,  could  be  construed  to  include  any  thing 
save  land  at  common  law.  But  when  conveyances  to  uses 
became  of  more  common  occurrence,  although  mere 
creatures  of  equity,  (for  we  know  that  John  WaUham, 
Chancellor  to  Richard  II.,  devised  the  subpcena  return- 
able in  Chancery  only)  still  we  find  some  general  and 
many  special  acts  of  parliament  in  this  reign  enacting 
forfeiture  of  lands  held  to  uses ;  (b)  and  subsequently,  the 
statutes  1 R  III., and  9  RVIL,  ch.  15,  make  lands  liable 
to  execution  issued  against  the  cestui  que  use;  therefore 
the  doctrine  that  equitable  interests  cannot  be  made 
the  subject  of  sale  under  a  common  law  process,  is  not 
founded  in  law;  for  although  the  Statute  of  Westmin- 
ster, 2nd,  which  relaxed  the  common  law  in  favour  of 
creditors,  and  gave  a  remedy  against  land,  did  not  extend 
to  uses,  still  uses  were  then  unknown ;  and  when  known, 
we  find  the  legislature  subjecting  them  to  common  law 
process.  But  when  the  statute  of  Henry  VIII.  abolished 
uses,  and  trusts  sprang  into  existence,  (the  mere  crea- 
tures of,  and  cognisable  only  in  courts  of  equity,)  do  we 
find  the  legislature  regarding  the  sale  of  equitable  in- 
terests by  common  law  process  as  incompatible  ?  On 
the  contrary,  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  passed  for  the 
express  purpose  of  subjecting  those  equitable  interests 
to  this  process.  Now  when  we  examine  the  words  of  this 
statute,  we  find  several  points  worthy  of  observation ; 
and  first,  we  find  nothing  in  the  statute  having  any  refer- 
ence to  chattel  interests  in  land  ;  the  word  '*  land"  is 
said,  by  Shepherd,  in  his  Touchstone,  (p.  92),  to  mean 
^'  frank  tenement "  at  least ;  and  further,  at  page  88,  and 
Oro.  Oar.  293,  where  *'  he  having  freehold  and  inter- 
eat  for  years,  devise  all  his  lands,^*  freehold  only  will 

(a)  Bac.  Uses,  p.  24.  {b)  21  R.  2  C.  3. 
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pass,  and  the  words ''  tenements  and  hereditaments  "  in 
that  connection  cannot  refer  to  a  term  of  years.  And 
when  we  examine  the  statute  with  a  view  to  determine 
what  remedy  it  affords  in  case  of  trusts  of  the  fee^  we 
submit  that  the  words  are  amply  sufficient  to  include 
all  manner  of  equitable  interest ;  the  language  of  the 
statute  is  :  "  In  any  manner  of  wise  seised  or  possessed 
of;"  which  will  of  course  embrace  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion. But  when  we  remember  that  the  legislature  was 
not  devising  a  new  mode  of  execution,  to  be  applied  to 
anew  species  of  property,  then  for  the  first  time  rendered 
liable  to  the  claims  of  creditors,  but  was  applying  to 
Buch  new  species  of  property  the  different  writs  of 
execution  already  in  use,  we  shall  find  in  the  subsequent 
words  enough  to  qualify  the  general  expression ;  for  the 
sheriff  is  only  authorized  to  make  such  execution  when 
the  trustee  is  **  seised  or  possessed  in  trust  for  him 
against  whom  execution  is  so  sued" 

Now  when  we  consider  the  nature  of  the  writ  of  elegit, 
as  connected  with  these  words,  it  will  be  seen  that  the 
legislature  can  only  have  intended  to  include  cases  of 
simple  trust,  because  where  the  trusts  are  in  favour  of 
some  other  person  as  well  as  the  person  against  whom 
execution  issued,  upon  what  principle  of  law  or  justice 
could  the  legislature  permit  the  sh  eriff  to  deliver  a  moiety 
of  such  trust  lands,  disregarding  the  interest  of  the  other 
cestui  que  tmst ;  or  what  consistency  would  there  be  in 
delivering  possession  of  land  to-day,  which  might  be 
recovered  by  the  other  cestui  que  trust  to-morrow.  And 
that  this  is  the  true  reason  that  the  equity  of  redemption 
on  a  mortgage  in  fee,  was  not,  and  indeed  could  not 
have  been  intended  by  the  legislature  to  have  been 
included  in  the  10th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
seems  almost  demonstrated  by  the  recent  English  statute 
1  &  2  Victoria,  ch.  110  ;  the  words  of  which  are  incor- 
porated in  the  writs  devised  by  the  court  under  the  act, 
(a)  and  are  certainly  amply  wide  enough  to  comprehend 

(a)  5  Bing.  N.  C.  366. 
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the  equity  of  redemption.  Yet  it  is  not  included  in  the 
11th  section,  because  the  writ  of  elegit,  directing  the 
debt  to  be  made  from  the  profits,  not  from  the  sale  of 
the  land,  is  inapplicable  to  that  sort  of  interest ;  and 
therefore  the  13th  section  makes  provision  that  the  judg- 
ment shall  be  a  charge  upon  the  equity  of  redemption, 
(a).  Now  when  we  seek  to  test  these  conclusions  by  the 
decisions  which  have  been  come  to  on  the  statute,  we 
shall  find  the  first  position  borne  out  by  variousdecisions, 
although  it  is  respectfully  submitted,  that  the  grounds 
upon  which  those  decisions  have  been  placed,  cannot 
be  considered  as  the  true  ground  upon  which  they  ought 
to  rest.  And  upon  the  second  point,  although  we  find  no 
direct  dicision  to  warrant  that  conclusion,  still  we  are 
not  without  ample  authority  from  the  text  writers  to 
confirm  our  judgment ;  but  here,  too,  we  find  those  state- 
ments founded  on  vague  general  views  of  the  subject, 
and  not  upon  those  clear  principles  of  reason  which,  in 
a  matter  of  such  vital  practical  importance,  one  would 
be  warranted  in  expecting.  Lyster  v.  Dolland,  (b)  Scott 
V.  Scholsy,  (c)  are  the  cases  relied  upon  by  the  other 
side,  but  both  cases  seem  to  be  decided  upon  grounds 
peculiar  to  trusts  of  chattels  ;  and  in  neither  was  the 
decision  rested  upon  this — that  equitable  interests  could 
not  be  sold  under  common  law  process.  Then  as  the 
text  writers  on  the  second  point,  namely,  the  power  of 
the  sheriff  under  a  writ  of  Ji.  fa.  to  sell  the  equity  of 
redemption  upon  a  mortgage  in  fee,  {d)  while  they 
deny  the  existence  of  such  a  power,  do  yet,  as  is 
humbly  submitted,  rest  such  denial  upon  most  unsatis- 
factory grounds.  But  Saunders  on  Uses  and  Trusts  («) 
seems  to  place  the  matter  on  the  proper  footing.  And 
the  view  contended  for  by  the  appellants  seems  to  be 
fully  borne  out  and  elucidated  by  the  judgment  in 
Doe  dem.    Hull    v.    GreenhiU.  (/)      Thus    we    are 

(a)  2  Sug.  398.  (6)  I  Ves.  Jun.  431. 

{c)  8  East.  467. 

{d\  2  Sug.  V.  &  P.  393,  loth  ed. ;    i  Sug.  V.  &  P.  541,  9th  ed. ; 
Powell  on  Mortgages,  254  a,  256  a. 

(#)  4th  ed.  vol.  i,  page  275.  (/)  4  B.  &  Al.  687. 
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led  to  conclude  that  an  equity  of  redemption  on  a 
mortgage  in  fee  cannot  be  extended  under  the  statute 
of  frauds,  and  we  do  so  not  on  vague  and  uncertain 
grounds,  but  on  sound  principles  of  reasoning ;  not  on 
the  general  assertion  that  the  statute  is  not  comprehen- 
sive enough  to  include  such  interests,  because  no  doubt 
under  the  word  hereditament  such  interest  will  pass ;  (a) 
but  on  the  ground  that,  although  the  words  are  sufficient 
to  comprehend  it,  yet  from  the  very  nature  of  the 
interest,  and  of  the  writ  of  elegit,  it  cannot  have  been 
the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  subject  it  to  extent ; 
and  this  view  will  fully  explain  the  language  of  the 
Vice-Chancellor  in  Forth  v.  Norfolk,  (b)  cited  by  Mr. 
Powell  in  support  of  his  argument.  Now  if  the  end 
proposed  by  the  5  Geo.  II.  be  the  one  aimed  at  by  the 
29  C.  II. ;  and  if  the  means  of  attaining  that  end  be 
the  same  in  each,  it  is  admitted  that  the  reasons 
already  adduced  will  go  far  to  shew  that  the  equity  of 
redemption  cannot  be  sold  under  the  provisions  of  the 
former.  But  if  the  end  proposed  in  each  be  different : 
if  the  means  pointed  out  for  the  attainment  of  that 
end  be  materially  different,  and  if  the  language  of 
those  acts  be  remarkably  dissimilar,  then  it  is  sub- 
mitted that  those  arguments,  which  prove  that  the 
equity  of  redemption  cannot  be  extended  under  the 
Statute  of  Frauds,  cannot  with  any  shadow  of  justice  be 
applied  to  the  5th  Geo.  II.  The  preamble  to  this  act 
sets  forth  that  "  His  Majesty's  subjects  trading  to  the 
British  plantations  in  America,  had  lain  under  great 
difficulties  for  want  of  more  easy  methods  of  proving, 
recovering  and  levying  debts  due  to  them  than  were  then 
used  in  some  of  the  said  plantations ;  and,  that  it  would 
tend  very  much  to  the  retrieving  of  the  credit  formerly 
given  by  the  trading  subjects  of  Great  Britain,  to  the  na- 
fltives  and  inhabitants  of  the  said  plantations,  and  to  the 
advancing  of  the  trade  of  the  kingdom  thither,  if  such  in- 
conveniences were  remedied."  And  the  enacting  clauses 

(a)  I  Powell  on  Mort.  252  and  notes.  (h)  4  Mad.  503. 
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shew  that  the  object  of  this  statute  was,  first,  to  make 
a  species  of  property  theretofore  not  liable  to  sale, 
subject  to  be  sold  for  the  satisfaction  of  simple  contract 
debts :  which  was  altogether  different  from  the  end  pro- 
posed by  the  29th  Ghas.  II. ;  and  secondly,  such  end  is 
attained,  not  as  in  that  act,  by  means  of  the  writ  of 
execution  before  then  in  use,  but  by  subjecting  them  to 
sale  under ^. /a.,  by  which  they  could  not  before  have 
been  affected.  Now  let  us  first  enquire  if  trust  estates 
of  any  description  are  rendered  liable  under  5  Geo.  II., 
and  that  trust  estates  are  included  is  too  plain  for  argu- 
ment. Consider  the  object  of  the  statute.  If  trust 
estates  are  not  included  under  5  Geo.  II.,  then  even  the 
remedies  furnished  by  the  29  Ghas.  II.  are  abridged ;  but 
such  a  notion  is  most  effectually  exploded  by  the  reason- 
ing in  Oardiner  v.  Oardiner.  (a)  If,  then,  trust  estates 
are  rendered  saleable  under  5  Geo.  II.,  and  it  seems 
impossible  to  contend  against  that,  by  what  rule  of  con- 
struction it  may  be  asked  shall  an  equity  of  redemption 
be  excluded  ?  The  words  of  the  act  include  it.  It  falls 
in  with  the  object  and  intentions  of  the  legislature ;  it 
is  in  no  respect  a  violation  of  any  principle  of  law ; 
and  the  words  of  the  act  are  '*  the  houses,  lands,  negroes 
and  other  hereditaments,  belonging  to  any  person  in- 
dehtedf*  it  does  not  speak  of  a  person  being  seised  in 
trust  for  the  person  indebted,  as  in  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
by  which  words  an  equity  of  redemption  is  excluded. 
And  lastly,  the  king  and  the  subject  are  placed  on  the 
same  footing  by  the  statute  of  Geo.  II.  Now  equitable 
interests  and  equities  of  redemption,  were  always  held  to 
be  saleable  under  an  extent  at  the  suit  of  the  Grown.  (6) 
And  the  decisions  which  have  been  come  to  on  the  annu- 
ity act,  would  seem  to  furnish  a  strong  analogy  for  hold- 
ing that  the  legislature  is  not  to  be  held  as  excluding, 
but  rather  as  including  equitable  interests,  (c)  The  lan- 
guage, too,  of  the  25th  Geo.  III.,  ch.  85,  is  very  strong; 

(a)  4  U.  C.  Q.  B.  520. 

(6)  The  King  v.  De  La  Motte,  Forrest,  162  ;  3  Pres.  Abst.  353. 

(c)  Tucker  v.  Thurston,  17  Ves.  131. 
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the  objeoi  of  that  act  is  to  render  the  lands  of  debtors  to 
the  Grown  saleable.  The  words  are,  "  The  right,  title 
and  interest  of  any  debtor  in  any  lands,  tenements^  and 
hereditaments,  may  be  sold."  And  these  have  been  held 
to  embrace  an  equity  of  redemption,  (a)  But  it  may  be 
argued  that  this  construction  will,  by  implication,  make 
an  important  alteration  in  the  law  as  it  existed  prior  to 
the  5th  Geo.  II.,  converting  that  into  legal  assets,  which 
was  before  equitable,without  express  words  to  that  effect. 
It  is  unnecessary  to  pause  to  point  out  the  difference 
between  rendering  property  liable  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
debtor,  and  constituting  it  assets  after  his  decease ;  be- 
cause it  is  admitted  that  all  which  is  rendered  liable 
in  his  lifetime  is  made  assets  after  his  decease ;  but  it 
may  be  answered  that  the  mutations  on  this  subject  in 
England  have  been  at  the  least  to  the  full  as  exten- 
sive, without  affording,  ground  for  any  such  argument 
as  that  urged  against  the  construction  contended  for. 
Trust  estates  were  not  formerly  assets  at  all ;  and  we 
do  not  find  the  Statute  of  Frauds  making  them  equit- 
able assets,  (although  the  trusts  were  not  recognised  at 
all  at  common  law),  but  legal  assets. 

Heal  estate  was  not  at  common  law  assets,  in  any 
wise,  to  satisfy  simple  contract  debts ;  but  we  find  that 
lands,  by  the  statute  8  and  4  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  104,  are  made 
assets,  and  singular  enough,  not  legal,  but  equitable ; 
an  equity  of  redemption  was  equitable  assets ;  but  the 
1  and  2  Vic,  ch.  110,  s.  18,  charges  it  with  a  legal 
judgment,  and  gives  the  remedy.  And  surely  an  alter- 
ation by  which  an  equity  of  redemption  would  be  ren- 
dered saleable  under  a  fi.  fa.,  cannot  be  regarded  as 
more  vital  than.the  changes  confessedly  made  by  the  act 
now  under  consideration ;  by  it,  lands,  which  were  only 
real  assets  to  be  reached  through  the  heir,  and  only  for 
the  satisfaction  of  real  securities,  are  made  assets,  legal 
assets  in  the  hands  of  an  executor,  and  that,  too,  with- 
out providing  for  the  priority  of  real  securities. 

(a)  I  Saund.  Uses,  277. 
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These  considerations,  supported  as  they  are  by  Eng- 
lish authorities,  would  seem,  it  is  submitted,  to  furnish 
strong  grounds  for  the  opinion,  that  lands  are  not  only 
assets  to  be  reached  through  a  judgment  against  the 
executors,  but  that  they  are  assets  in  their  hands,  and 
as  such  are  under  their  control,  and  saleable  by  them ; 
such  at  least  would  seem  to  be  the  result  of  Thompson 
V.  Grant,  (a) 

As  to  the  order  overruling  the  demurrer.  The  bill 
having  been  filed  by  those  entitled  to  the  equity  of  re- 
demption against  some  of  those  entitled  to  the  legal 
estate,  without  any  reason  being  assigned  on  the  face  of 
the  record  for  this  proceeding,  a  demurrer  was  put  in 
for  want  of  parties.  In  support  of  this  demurrer  it  was 
argued,  that  a  mortgagee,  inasmuch  as  he  becomes  the 
absolute  owner  at  law,  is,  upon  default  made,  entitled  to 
encumber  his  estate  as  he  may  find  convenient ;  and  that 
the  mortgagor,  when  he  comes  into  equity  to  redeem, 
must  not  qnly  bring  all  such  encumbrancers  before  the 
court,  but  must  bring  them  at  his  own  expense,  because 
all  happened  through  his  default,  (ft)  As  the  general 
rule,  therefore,  the  application  to  redeem  must  be  made 
by  the  person  entitled  to  the  equity  of  redemption,  and 
against  all  those  entitled  to  the  mortgage  money,  and 
those  in  whom  the  legal  estate  has  vested.  And  con- 
versely, the  bill  to  foreclose  must  be  filed  by  those  en- 
titled to  the  whole  mortgage  money,  against  the  persons 
entitled  to  the  entire  equity,  (e)  That  such  is  the  general 
rule,  and  that  this  bill  departs  from  such  rule,  it  was 
assumed  would  not  be  denied,  but  it  was  surmised  that 
an  attempt  would  be  made  to  support  the  pleadings  upon 
the  principle  of  the  recent  decisions  before  Lord  Gotten- 
ham.  {d)  Assuming  the  principle  of  Lord  Cottenham's 
decisions  to  apply  at  all,  (which  was  denied),  it  was  ob- 
served that  the  bill  is  prima  facie  demurrable ;  it  is 

(a)  I  Russ.  540. 

(6)  Wetberel  v.  Collins,  3  Madd.  255 ;  Yates  v.  Hambly.  2  Atk.  237. 

(c)  Palmer  v.  Earl  Carlisle,  i  S.  &  S.,  423 ;  Osbourn  v.  Fallows,  i 
R.  &M.  741. 

{d)  Mare  v.  Malachy,  i  M.  &  C.  559 ;  Walworth  v.  Holt,  4  M.&C. 
619. 
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founded  on  one  contract,  and  yet  leaves  the  rights  of 
BOYeral  persons  interested  thereunder  undetermined. 
It  is  therefore  a  bill  which,  without  any  reason  assigned, 
splits  up  suits ;  and  instead  of  concluding  the  entire 
matter  in  one  proceeding,  it  affects  only  such  parts  of 
that  general  object  as  suited  the  whim  of  the  respon- 
dents, and  that  without  any  reason  assigned  on  the 
record.  This  is  a  good  ground  of  demurrer,  (a)  Now, 
it  cannot  be  contended  that  the  decisions  relied  upon 
establish  that  any  particular  number  of  parties  is  so 
great  as  of  itself  to  warrant  the  court  in  saying,  that 
the  established  rule  for  avoiding  multiplicity  of  suits 
is  to  be  disregarded.  In  Harrison  v.  Stewardson,  (b) 
there  were  twenty  creditors  held  to  be  necessary ;  and 
in  Holland  v.  Baker  (c)  fifty-four  creditors  had  been 
made  parties.  If,  therefore,  no  definite  number  has 
been  fixed  upon,  as  in  itself  so  great  as  to  warrant, 
without  more,  the  disregard  of  the  established  rules, 
the  result  is,  that  the  necessity  of  making  all  persons 
interested,  parties,  or  the  propriety  of  omitting  them» 
is  in  all  cases  a  question  of  expediency,  depending  on 
the  circumstances;  and  consequently,  each  bill  must 
contain  such  reasons  or  grounds  as  will  induce  the 
court  to  depart  from  its  rule,  and  dispense  with  the 
absent  persons,  {d)  But  in  truth,  the  decisions  before 
Lord  Cottenham  do  not  apply ;  they  are  all  based  upon 
the  doctrine  of  representation,  which  has  not  and  cannot 
have  any  application  here.  You  cannot,  on  the  doctrine 
of  representation,  take  an  account  or  distribute  a  fund 
in  the  absence  of  any  party  interested,  (e) 

But  it  is  contended,  that  some  relief  may  be  granted 
in  the  absence  of  the  parties  having  the  legal  interest 
in  portions  of  the  mortgaged  estate,  who  have  not  been 
brought  before  the  court,  and  consequently  the  general 
demurrer  must  be  overruled.  It  is,  however,  obvious, 
that  such  argument,  if  sound  in  itself,  does  not  meet  the 

(a)  I  Ver.  29  ;  Mitf.  1S3.        (b)  2  Hare»  530. 

{c)  3  Hare,  68.  {d)  Holland  v.  Baker,  3  Hare,  6S. 

{e)  Evans  V.  Stokes,  i  Keen,  24 ;  Hawkins  v.  Hawkins,  i  Hare,  543. 
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objection,  for  by  the  bill  in  question,  an  attempt  is 
made  to  divide  into  several  suits  that  which  ought 
properly  to  be  determined  byone.  Now,  it  is  submitted, 
such  a  state  of  things  can  never  be  permitted,  without 
some  reason  for  it  being  stated  on  the  record.  But 
the  argument  stated  is  not  valid,  for  a  demurrer  for 
want  of  parties  is  always  general,  and  consequently 
must  prevail,  though  some  part  of  the  prayer  might 
properly  be  granted  on  the  hearing.  The  rule  in 
equity  is,  that  the  defendant  may  always  demur  ore 
tenus,  provided  siLch  demurrer  is  coextensive  with  thcU 
upon  the  record.  Now,  a  defeneant  who  demurs 
generally  upon  the  record  for  want  of  equity,  is 
always  permitted  to  demur  ore  tenths  for  want  of 
parties.  The  conclusion  is  inevitable,  that  a  demurrer 
for  want  of  parties  is  to  the  whole  bill,  (a)  The  matter 
however  is  no  longer  depending  on  general  reasoning  ; 
there  is  a  recent  decision  directly  in  point,  {b) 
Therefore  some  part  of  the  prayer,  being  confessedly 
wrong,  and  such  as  could  not  be  granted  in  the  absence 
of  several  persons  who  had  not  been  made  parties,  the 
bill  was  clearly  liable  to  general  demurrer,  and  the 
order  overruling  it  must  be  reversed  on  this  appeal. 

Mr.  Hagarty^  for  the  other  appellants. 

Mr.  Harrison,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Esten,  for  the  respon- 
dents. As  to  the  order  overruling  the  plea,  the  act  of 
the  5th  Geo.  II.  contemplates  two  objects :  first,  to 
facilitate  the  proof ;  second,  the  recovery  of  debts. 

The  only  means  taken  for  the  latter  purpose  are,  first, 
to  make  lands  assets  for  the  payment  of  simple  contract 
debts ;  second,  to  subject  them  to  the  same  process  as 
personal  estate.  Personal  estate  is  left  entirely  as  it  was. 
The  enquiry  then  always  is  in  any  given  case,  what  is 
your  remedy  against  personal  estate  ?  for  whatever  it 
be,  the  same  remedy  you  have  against  lands.    Now  the 

(a)  Pyle  v.  Price,  6  Ves.  779.    (6)  Lidbetter  v.  Long,  4  M.  &  C,  386. 
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remedies  against  personal  estate  are  various,  according 
to  the  nature  of  the  interest  and  the  circumstances  of 
the  case ;  if  your  interest  in  personal  estate  be  legal, 
you  sell  it  under  the  fi.  fa.;  if  equitable,  you  proceed 
by  bill  in  equity ;  and  if  your  estate  be  an  equity  of 
redemption,  you  may  either  apply  to  redeem,  or  pray 
a  sale  subject  to  the  mortgage.  The  remedies  against 
personal  estate  therefore  being  various,  according  to 
the  circumstances,  you  must  always,  in  determining 
what  remedies  you  have  against  lands,  take  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  into  consideration ;  for  if  you  apply 
to  lands  one  sort  of  remedy  or  process,  under  circum- 
stances which  would  make  it  necessary  to  resort  to 
another  with  respect  to  personal  estate,  you  do  not 
observe  the  5th  Geo.  IL,  but  you  depart  from  it. 

If  personal  property  be  mortgaged,  and  the  condition 
broken,  the  interest  or  equity  of  redemption  of  the 
mortgagor  is  not  saleable  under  legal  execution ;  the 
remedy  of  the  creditor  is  by  bill  in  equity,  either  for  a 
redemption  of  the  mortgaged  property,  or  for  a  sale 
subject  to  the  mortgage,  Seott  v.  Scholey,  (a)  in  which 
case  the  security  comprised  both  a  term  for  years  and 
moveables.  Now  lands  of  inheritance  mortgaged,  after 
breach  of  the  condition,  are  in  precisely  the  same  situa- 
tion as  personal  property  so  circumstanced.  You 
must  apply  the  same  remedy  to  both.  We  have  already 
seen  what  that  is ;  it  is  not  a  sale  under  a^i./a. 

It  may  be  said  that  this  is  a  circuitous  remedy ;  the 
answer  is,  that  the  legislature  was  content  to  place  lands 
on  the  same  footing  as  personal  estate ;  it  did  not  mean 
to  give  a  better  remedy  against  lands  than  against  goods. 
It  may  also  be  said,  that  if  this  construction  prevail,  the 
statute  does  not  vary  the  remedy  against  an  equity  of 
redemption  in  lands  of  inheritance,  for  before  the  statute 
it  was  the  same  as  against  a  similar  interest  in  goods. 

(a)  8  East.  466. 
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This  is  true,  but  it  surely  cannot  be  argued,  that 
because  the  statute,  where  it  finds  the  remedies  dif- 
ferent, makes  them  the  same,  and  where  it  finds  them 
the  same  it  makes  them  different. 

It  is  also  said,  that  a  mortgagee  of  chattels  may  sell 
after  notice  to  the  mortgagor ;  this  may  be  true ;  and  in 
this  case  he  is  in  the  same  situation  as  a  mortgagee  of 
lands  with  a  power  of  sale,  which  does  not  vary  the  na- 
ture of  the  equity  of  redemption  ;  the  question  is  not 
whether  the  mortgagee  can  sell,  but  whether  the  sheriff 
can  sell ;  he  sells  the  interest  of  the  mortgagor,  which 
is  not  altered  by  the  existence  of  a  power  of  sale  in 
the  mortgagee  ;  it  is  not  pretended,  that  a  mortgagee 
of  a  term  for  years  without  a  power  of  sale  can  sell 
after  notice  to  the  mortgagor. 

An  equity  of  redemption  of  a  term,  is  confessedly 
not  made  saleable  or  subject  to  legal  process  by  the 
act ;  of  which  the  principle  is  to  assimilate  lands  to 
personalty.  Now  it  would  be  absurd  to  say,  that  an 
equity  of  redemption  of  lands  of  inheritance  more  re- 
sembled personalty  than  that  which  is  personalty  al- 
ready, namely,  an  equity  of  redemption  of  a  term.  It 
is  true  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  subjects  trusts  of 
inheritance,  and  not  trusts  of  terms,  to  legal  process, 
of  which  the  reason  is  not  very  obvious ;  but  the  same 
absurdity  does  not  arise,  because  it  was  not  the  object 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  make  real  estate  personal 
estate,  but  to  make  equitable  estates  legal  estates. 

It  is  then  contended  that  the  Statute  of  Frauds  is  to 
draw  the  line  between  what  is  subject  to  legal  and  what 
is  subject  to  equitable  process ;  and  as  it  opens  the  door 
to  some  equitable  estates,  so  it  admits  the  whole.  We 
may  admit  the  premises  for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  but 
we  deny  the  inference.  We  are  willing  upon  this  ques- 
tion, for  the  sake  of  the  argument,  to  take  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  as  a  guide,  and  to  admit  thai  trusts  of  inheritance 
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are  saleable  under  2kfi.fa. ;  but  this  will  not  warrant  the 
sale  of  equities  of  redemption,  either  of  goods  or  lands, 
under  the  process ;  these  interests  being  wholly  untouch- 
ed by  the  statute.  In  fact  all  the  legislative  provisions, 
and  they  are  many,  which  have  had  for  their  object  the 
assimilation  of  equitable  to  legal  estates,  have  cautiously 
excepted  from  their  operation  equities  of  redemption,in 
consequence  of  the  immense  inconvenience  which  would 
arise  from  a  contrary  disposition.  In  this  particular 
case,  for  instance,  on  a  sale  of  an  equity  of  redemption, 
the  mortgage  money  would  be  part  of  the  purchase 
money,  which  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  see 
paid  before  he  gave  a  deed ;  for  which  purpose  he  must 
determine  how  much  is  due ;  a  duty  which  would  render 
it  necessary  for  him  to  decide  some  of  the  most  nice  and 
difficult  questions  of  law  and  practice  which  engage  the 
attention  of  courts  of  equity. 

Upon  all  these  grounds  it  is  submitted  ,that  the  sheriff's 
sale  in  the  present  case  did  not  divest  the  interest  of 
Thomas  Smyth,  but  that  it  remained  in  him  notwith- 
standing such  sale,  and  devolved  under  his  will  to  the 
respondents,who  have  therefore  the  right  of  redemption 
in  the  present  case,  if  it  exist  in  any  body. 

As  to  the  order  overruling  the  demurrer :  the  demur- 
rer complains  that  the  persons  n&med  in  the  schedule  to 
the  bill,  other  than  the  parties  to  the  suit,  being  also 
purchasers  of  village  lots,  are  not  before  the  court;  and 
in  fact  asserts  this  proposition,  that  the  mortgagee  may 
divide  the  lands  amongst  an  infinite  number  of  persons, 
and  thereby  make  redemption  impracticable,and  deprive 
the  mortgagor  of  his  property.  Now,  to  waive  all  other 
points,  as  being  attended  with  some  degree  of  doubt, 
and  to  confine  our  attention  to  what  is  clear,the  respon- 
dents must  be  entitled  to  redeem  the  portions  of  the 
parties  before  the  court,claiming  compensation  from  the 
vendors  of  the  residue  for  its  alienation.    The  purcha- 
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sers  selected  cannot  complain  of  being  selected  for  this 
purpose ;  they  suffer  no  more  than  they  would  if  all  the 
parties  were  before  the  court.  No  objection  can  be 
made  to  the  abstract  right  of  the  respondents  to  this 
mode  of  relief.  A  mortgagee  alienating  part  of  the 
mortgaged  property,  receiving  its  value,  and  giving  no 
notice  of  the  mortgage  to  the  purchaser ,cannot  by  this 
wrongful  act  escape  the  liabilities  of  a  mortgagee ;  and 
a  course  which  would  be  indisputably  right  in  one  case, 
may  be  voluntarily  adopted  in  another  at  the  call  of 
circumstances  different  in  tbeir  nature,  but  not  less 
imperative.  At  all  events  the  vendors  must  be  liable  to 
the  redemption  of  the  property  retained,  and  to  make 
compensation  for  the  property  sold,  the  respondents 
waiving  all  relief  against  the  purchasers,and  confirming 
their  titles.  To  two  of  the  four  alternatives  (every  one 
of  which  supersedes  all  others)  prayed  by  the  bill,  the 
respondents  are  therefore  clearly  entitled ;  and  as  the 
demurrer  is  general  to  the  whole  bill,  and  asserts  that 
they  are  entitled  to  no  part  of  the  reli?f  thereby 
prayed,it  must  be  overruled.  Lowe  v.  Morgany{a)  Smith 
V.  Snow,  (6)  Meuz  v.  MaUby,  (e)  Oalverley  v.  Phelps^  (d) 
Hutchingon  v.  Towngend,  (e)  and  an  anonymous  case 
reported  in  Equity  Cases  Abridged,  (/)  were  in  addition 
to  the  cases  cited  for  the  appellants,  referred  to. 

The  right  to  appeal  from  the  order  on  the  demurrer 
is  waived  bj  answering,  entering  into  evidence,  and  pro- 
ceeding to  a  hearing ;  after  which  the  demurrer  could 
not  be  allowed,  as  that  would  put  the  party  who  had  so 
acted  out  of  court. 

[The  arguments  of  counsel  as  to  the  merits  and  the 


(a)  I  Br.  C.  C.  368.  Batler's  note.  {b)  3  Madd.  10. 

(c)  2  Swan  277. 

{d)  6  Madd.  aag.  Story  Eq.  PI.  p.  174. 

(e)  2  Keen  675. 

if)  2  Eq.  Ca.  Ab.  166  p.  7. 
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power  of  the  court  to  refase  redemption,  are  safficiently 
set  forth  m  the  judgments  delivered.] 

Jvdgment. — Bobinson,  C.J. — The  respondents,  as 
devisees  of  their  father,  Ihomas  Smyth,  filed  their  bill 
to  redeem  400  acres  of  land  in  the  township  of 
Elmsley,  being  lots  1  and  2  in  the  fourth  concession, 
which  their  father  had  mortgaged  on  the  8th  of  De- 
cember, 1810,  to  one  Sewall,  to  secure  a  debt  of  £236 
lis.  3d.,  payable  on  the  3rd  of  August,  1811,  witli 
interest.  They  filed  their  bill  on  the  25th  November, 
1840,  setting  forth,  as  usual,  that  the  money  not  being 
paid  the  estate  had  become  absolute  at  law  in  SewaLl, 
and  had  by  divers  conveyances  become  vested  in 
William  Simpson,  the  defendant. 

On  the  22nd  of  April,  1841,  the  defendant  pleaded 
to  this  bill,  that  SewaU,  the  mortgagee,  had,  by  deed 
made  on  the  8th  August,  1825,  assigned  all  his  right ' 
in  the  premises  to  Charles  Jones,  to  hold  in  fee ;  that  in 
Trinity  Term,  59  Geo.  III.,  Sewall  recovered  judgment 
in  the  Eiag's  Bench  in  Upper  Canada,  against  Thomas 
Smyth,  the  mortgagor  mentioned  in  the  bill,  for  £467 
28.  6d.  debt,  and  £13  13s.  costs ;  and  that  upon  writ 
of  ^.  /a.  taken  out  in  the  5th  year  of  George  IV.  upon 
that  judgment,  against  the  lands  and  tenements  of 
Thomas  Smyth,  and  delivered  to  the  sheriff  of  the  dis- 
trict of  Johnstown  (in  which  these  lands  are  situated) 
the  sheriff  seized  the  lands  and  premises  in  the  bill  of 
complaint  mentioned  as  belonging  to  the  said  Thomas 
Smyth,  and  on  the  26th  August,  1825,  put  them  up  to 
sale  in  the  usual  manner,  and  sold  them  to  Charles  Jones, 
as  the  purchaser  at  the  said  sale,  for  £105 ;  that  on  the 
27th  of  August,  1825,  the  sheriff  made  a  deed  under  his 
seal  of  office,  whereby  he  conveyed  to  Charles  Jones  in 
fee,  as  the  highest  bidder,  the  said  land,  so  far  as  he 
lawfully  might,  and  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest,  as 
sheriff,  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  of  execution  of  and 
in  the  same ;  that  the  said  Charles  Jones,  on  the  30th 

3  I   E.   &  A. 
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July,  1857,  in  consideration  of  dE600,  to  him  paid  by 
Truenian  Hicock  and  James  Simpson,  granted,  bar- 
gained, sold  and  released  to  them  in  fee,  as  tenants  in 
common,  all  his  right  in  the  said  land,  to  hold  in  pro- 
portion of  two-thirds  to  Hicock,  and  one-third  to  James 
Simpson ;  that,  on  the  21et  January,  1831,  Hicock,  in 
consideration  of  £500,  transferred  and  assigned  to  Jos. 
Simpson,  his  right  and  interest  in  an  undivided  one- 
sixth  part  of  the  land,  in  addition  to  the  one-third 
already  held  by  Jam^s  Simpson^  thereby  making  them 
tenants  in  common  in  fee  of  equal  moieties :  that  Thos. 
Hicock,  on  the  11th  of  April,  1881,  in  consideration 
of  £1000,  conveyed  to  James  Simpson  in  fee  another 
undivided  sixth  part  of  the  land,  whereby</am€«  Sim,p' 
son  became  seised  of  two-thirds  of  the  whole  estate, 
Hicock  continuing  seised  of  the  other  one-third ;  that 
on  the  2nd  of  May,  1831,  Hicock,  in  consideration  of 
£1000,  conveyed  all  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  400 
acres  of  land  to  Abel  R.  Ward  in  fee ;  that  on  the  21st 
February,  1832,  James  Simpson  and  Abel  R.  Ward, 
then  being  seised  of  the  whole  estate 'as  tenants  in 
common,  conveyed  all  their  interest  in  the  400  acres 
of  land  to  William  Simpson,  the  then  sole  defendant  in 
the  suit,  for  £5000,  to  hold  in  fee  simple ;  and  the 
plea  concluded  by  denying  that  the  plaintiffs  had  any 
interest  in  the  estate. 

This  plea  came  on  to  be  argued  before  his  honour 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  on  the  30th  July,  1841,  when  it 
•  was  overruled  with  costs. 

The  defendant,  on  the  13th  April,  1842,  put  in  his 
answer  to  the  bill ;  in  which,  among  other  things,  he  set 
forth  that  the  purchase  made  by  him  from  Hicock  of  the 
whole  estats  in  the  premises,  was  for  the  benefit  of  him- 
self and  of  Abel  i2.  Ward,  the  latter  having  agreed  to 
hold  one-third  in  common  with  him ;  that  they  after- 
wards made  a  partition,  and  thus  became  possessed  of 
separate  parts  of  the  premises ;  that  under  the  statute 
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8  Geo.  ly.  ch.  1,  for  the  conBtruction  of  the  Bideau 
Canal,  certain  portionB  of  the  land  have  been  taken  for 
the  uBe  of  the  canal,  and  are  become  vested  in  Her 
Majesty;  that  the  land  having  become  desirable  for  the 
Bite  of  a  village,  and  believing  himself  to  be  seised  of 
an  absolute  and  indefeasible  title  in  fee  simple  under  the 
circnmstanceB  set  forth  in  his  answer,  he  laid  out  a  vil- 
lage plot  thereon,  and  has  from  time  to  time  sold  and 
leased  village  lots  to  persons,  who  have  erected  houses 
and  made  other  improvements,  and  he  specifies  in  a 
schedule  annexed  to  his  answer  the  particulars  of  all 
the  sales  and  leases.  He  states  further,  that  Abel  R. 
Ward  has  made  also  many  similar  sales  of  lots  from  his 
portion  of  the  land,  of  which  he  {Simpson)  is  unable  to 
give  the  particulars ;  and,  after  setting  forth  facts  upon 
which  he  relies  as  entitling  him  to  hold  his  portion  of 
the  land  free  from  any  equity  of  redemption  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffB,he  insists  that  the  several  persons  whose 
names  are  given  by  him,  as  having  purchased  or  leased 
and  improved  portions  of  his  part  of  the  400  acres, 
should  be  made  defendants,  and  also  Abel  R.  Ward  and 
those  claiming  under  him,and  that  Her  Majesty's  Attor- 
ney-General should  be  made  a  party  in  respect  of  the 
portions  of  the  land  set  apart  and  held  for  the  use  of 
the  Bideau  Canal,  and  now  vested  in  Her  Majesty. 

On  the  24th  of  December,  1842,  the  respondents 
amended  their  bill,  making  Abel  R.  Ward,  Henry  Olass, 
Patrick  Tiemey,  William  Brown,  Arthur  T.  Ward, 
Henry  Lake,  Elijah  W.  Boyce,  and  Rufus  Collins  par- 
ties. The  amended  bill  sets  forth  the  facts  stated  in  the 
answer  respecting  the  partition  between  Willifim  Simp- 
eon  and  Abel  R.  Ward,  by  deed  made  on  the  5th  June, 
1884,  and  charges  that  Simpson  had  conveyed  to  per- 
sons named  in  a  schedule  annexed  the  village  lots 
therein  specified, being  parts  of  the  400  acres;  and  that 
Ward  had  also  di^osed  of  other  lots,  of  which  the 
particulars  were  unknown  to  the  respondents:  that 
Charles  Jones,   T.  Hicock,  James  Simpson,  Abel  R. 
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Ward^  WiUiam  Simpson^  and  the  several  purchaserB 
from  William  Simpson  and  Abel  R.  Ward,  had  notice 
of  the  mortgage  when  they  acquired  their  interest ;  and 
that  J^iUiam  Simpson  and  Ward,  and  the  several  pm*- 
chasers  from  them,  have  been  in^possession  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  from  the  5th  June,  1884,  and  are  still 
in  possession. 

The  bill  prays : — 

1st.  An  account  of  what  is  due  on  the  mortgage,  and 
of  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  the  appellants  and 
others  the  purchasers  of  any  of  the  said  village  lots  so 
conveyed ;  and  that  the  respondents  might  be  allowed 
to  redeem  on  paying  the  balance,  if  any  be  found  due, 
and  prays  a  re-conveyance. 

Or,  2ndly.  Prays  an  account  of  rents  and  profits 
received  by  appellants,  and  that  on  payment  of  a  pro- 
portionate part  of  what  may  be  due  on  the  mortgage, 
after  deducting  such  rents  and  profits,  they  may  be 
allowed  to  redeem  so  much  of  the  premises  as  appellants 
are  interested  in,  and  that  the  same  maybe  re-conveyed 
to  them,  and  that  any  surplus  of  the  rents  and  profits 
may  be  re-paid  to  them,  without  prgudice  to  their  pro- 
ceeding against  the  other  purchasers  of  the  said  village 
lots,  for  the  redemption  of  the  same. 

Or,  Srdly.  That  if,  on  taking  the  last  mentioned 
account,anything  shall  hefimnd  due  upon  the  mortgage, 
the  respondents  may,on  paying  such  balance,be  allowed 
to  redeem  such  parts  of  the  premises  as  the  appellants 
are  interested  in,and  that  the  same  may  be  re-conveyed 
to  them,  or  any  surplus  of  the  rents  and  profits  paid  to 
them ;  and  that  W.  Simpson  and  Abel  R.  Ward  may 
pay  to  the  respondents  the  value  of  the  residue  of 
the  mortgaged  premises,  and  a  compensation  for  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof  not  accounted  for,  or  the 
purchase  moneys  received  in  respect  thereof,  with 


SIMPSON  V.  SMYTH — 1846.  87 

interest  from  the  times  of  receiving  the  same,  at  the 
option  of  the  respondents. 

Or,  4thly.  That  upon  payment  to  Simpson  and  Abel 
R.  Ward  of  any  balance  due  on  the  mortgage,  after 
deducting  rents  and  profits  received  by  them,  the  res- 
pondents may  be  admitted  to  redeem  such  parts  of  the 
premises  as  those  two  "  continue  interested  in,''  and  to 
have  the  same  re-conveyed — and  any  surplus  of  rents 
and  profits  to  be  paid  to  the  respondents ;  and  that 
they  may  pay  to  respondents  the  value  of  the  residue 
of  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  a  compensation  for 
the  rents  and  profits  not  accounted  for,  or  the  pur- 
chase moneys  received  in  respect  thereof  with  interest, 
at  the  option  of  the  respondents ;  concluding  with  a 
prayer  for  general  relief. 

The  schedule  referred  to  in  the  bill  contains  the 
names  of  twenty-nine  persons  as  purchasers  (if  I  un- 
derstood it  correctly)  of  village  lots,  some  of  them 
holding  more  than  one.  Ten  of  these  lots  are  stated 
in  it  to  have  been  ''  conveyed ;"  whether  the  purchase 
money  may  have  been  paid  on  those,  or  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  the  price  of  those  not  conveyed,  does  not 
appear.  Several  lots  are  stated  as  having  been  leased ; 
but  for  what  periods,  or  on  what  terms,  is  not  stated. 
Some  are  set  down  merely  as  being  occupied  by  dif- 
ferent persons  named ;  others,  as  having  houses  built 
upon  them.  Two  lots  are  set  down  as  having  been 
conveyed  to  trustees  for  a  Presbyterian  church,  and 
one  to  trustees  for  a  Boman  Catholic  church. 

The  appellant  Glass  stands  in  the  schedule  as  the 
purchaser  of  a  lot  conveyed ;  Tierney,  of  a  lot  sold  but 
not  conveyed ;  Brown,  of  two  lots  sold,  but  not  con- 
veyed ;  Arthur  J.  Ward,  the  same ;  Lake,  the  same  ; 
Boyce,  as  purchaser  of  one  lot,  not  conveyed ;  Collins, 
the  same. 

In  all,  sixty-two  village  lots  are  mentioned  as  having 
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been  sold  and  conveyed,  or  sold  and  not  conveyed,  or 
leased,  or  merely  built  upon,  or  occupied. 

And  among  the  purchasers  who  are  not  made 
parties,  are  some  who  are  stated  in  the  schedule  to 
have  received  their  conveyances,  and  some  also  of  each 
of  the  other  descriptions.  The  bill  contains  no  state- 
ment accounting  for  the  not  making  many  of  these 
persons  parties,  and  it  does  not  appear  why  any  of 
those  who  have  been  made  defendants  in  the  amended 
bill  should  have  been  made  parties  more  than  some  of 
those  who  have  been  omitted. 

On  the  25th  March,  1848,  WiUiam  Simpson  put  in  a 
demurrer  to  this  amended  bill,  for  want  of  parties, 
which  being  argued  before  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor,  on  the  11th  July,  was  overruled. 

The  defendants,  Abel  R,  Ward,  W.  Simpson^  and 
Glass,  severally  answered  the  amended  bill,  and  Lake, 
Boyce,  and  Collins  answered  jointly. 

On  the  4th  of  June,  1845,  after  evidence  had  been 
taken,  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard,  when  his  Honour 
the  Vice-chancellor  made  a  decree  in  substance  as  fol- 
lows :  that  an  account  be  taken  of  the  money  due  on 
the  mortgage,  and  of  the  present  value  of  the  improve- 
ments made  by  the  appellants  on  the  lands  in  their  pos- 
session, or  claimed  by  them ;  that  an  occupation  ground 
rent  be  set  on  such  lands  by  the  master,  for  the  time 
they  or  their  tenants  have  occupied,  and  also  on  the 
lands  sold,  while  they  were  so  occupied  before  sale ;  ihat 
an  account  be  taken  of  the  mortgaged  lands  sold,  and  of 
the  moneys  received  by  the  appellants  on  account  of  such 
sales,  and  interest  calculated  thereon  ;  that  the  mort- 
gage money  and  interest,  and  the  value  of  the  improve- 
ments, be  set  against  the  ground  rent  and  purchase 
moneys  received  by  the  appellants,  with  interest,  and 
balance  paid  by  one  party  to  the  other  accordingly  ; 
that  the  appellants  shall  convey  to  the  respondents 
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such  of  the  mortgaged  lands  as  continue  vested  in 
them ;  that  appellants  shall  assign  to  respondents  any 
contracts  which  they  shall  have  made  for  the  sale  of 
any  of  the  mortgaged  lands  remaining  open  and  unper- 
formed ;  that  the  mortgage  money  and  interest  shall 
be  divided  rateably  among  the  appellants  in  propor- 
tion ;  and  that  each  shall  receive  the  value  of  his  own 
improvements,  after  deducting  such  ground  rent  as 
aforesaid  in  respect  of  the  lands  occupied  by  himself 
or  his  tenants,  and  such  part  of  the  purchase  moneys  as 
he  has  received,  mth  the  interest  thereon.  The  master 
to  make  all  just  allowances* 

*  From  this  decree  the  defendants  in  the  cause  below 
appeal ;  and  the  orders  of  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor,  overruling  the  plea  and  demurrer,  are  also 
appealed  from. 

The  plea  rests  the  defence  upon  the  ground,  that 
whatever  interest  the  mortgagor  Smith  retained  after 
the  mortgage,  was  divested  by  the  sheriff's  sale  under 
the  Ji.  fa.,  and  that  his  devisees  have  consequently 
nothing  to  redeem.  That  is  a  point  so  inseparable 
from  the  merits  of  the  case,  that  it  is  impossible  the 
respondents  could  have  a  decree  in  their  favour,  if  we 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  equity  of  redemption 
passed  by  the  sheriff's  deed  to  Mr.  Jones ;  but  when 
we  are  asked  to  entertain  the  question  upon  an  appeal 
against  the  Vice-Chancellor's  order  overruling  the  plea, 
the  first  point  to  be  considered  is,  whether  Simpson  is 
in  a  situation  to  appeal  from  that  order.  I  apprehend 
he  is  not.  If,  in  case  of  his  having  promptly  appealed 
from  the  order  overruling  his  plea,  he  might  neverthe- 
less have  been  compelled  to  answer  before  the  appeal 
could  be  disposed  of,  then  it  would  have  been  contrary 
to  reason  to  hold,  that  by  afterwards  answering  he  had 
waived  his  appeal.  But  he  would  not  have  found  him- 
self in  that  situation.  It  seems  to  have  been  at  one 
time  a  doubtful  question  in  England,  whether  upon  an 
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appeal  in  an  equity  suit,  the  proceedings  in  the  court 
appealed  from  were  suspended  by  the  appeal ;  and 
many  years  ago  the  House  of  Lords  appointed  a  com- 
mittee to  consider  and  report  upon  that  point. 

It  appeared  obvious  to  the  committee,  upon  investi- 
gating the  subject,  that  many  great  inconveniences 
must  follow  if  the  parties  could  not  be  restrained  from 
proceeding  in  the  cause  as  a  matter  of  course,  notwith- 
standing the  appeal ;  and  that,  on  the  other  hand, 
injustice  as  well  as  inconvenience  might  follow,  if  all 
proceedings  in  the  cause  in  the  court  below  must  be 
held  to  be  absolutely  suspended,  so  that  no  step  could 
be  taken  under  any  circumstances  or  for  any  purpose. 

Upon  the  report  of  the  committee,  the  principle  was 
adopted,  that  an  appeal  should  be  considered  as  not 
tying  up  the  party  who  has  succeeded  below  from  pro- 
ceeding, but  that  it  should  be  left  to  the  appealing  party, 
if  he  should  desire  to  restrain  proceedings,  to  apply  for 
that  purpose.  And  this  seems  to  be  the  settled  prac- 
tice at  the  present  day.  It  seems  also  to  be  required 
(though  that  was  not  contemplated  at  the  time  the  rule 
was  resolved  upon)  that  the  application  should  be 
made  in  the  first  instance  to  the  court  below. 

We  must  suppose  then,  here,  that  if  Simpson  had 
appealed  at  once  from  the  order  overruling  his  plea,  he 
would  not  have  been  compelled  to  answer  while  the  ap- 
peal was  pending ;  and  by  voluntarily  answering,  and 
stating  in  his  answer  the  same  matter  which  be  had  made 
the  ground  of  his  plea,  he  submitted,  I  think,  to  the  order 
overruling  his  plea,  and  waived  his  right  of  appeal  from 
it.  (a)  If  I  am  in  error  in  this  point,  on  which  I  am  not 
so  competent  to  judge  as  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor, 
the  error  would  not  be  material  so  far  as  the  plea  is  con- 
cerned ;  for  it  is  equally  my  opinion  that  the  plea  was 
properly  disposed  of,  and  that  the  appeal  against  the 

(a)  Wood  V.  Milner.  i  Jac.  A  W.  636;  The  King  of  Spain  v. 
Machado,  4  Russel.  560. 
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order  should  on  that  ground  also  be  dismissed.  The 
Yioe-Chancellor,  no  doubt,  was  aware  of  the  doctrine 
constantly  maintained  in  the  common  law  courts  in  this 
country,  that  an  equity  of  redemption  is  not  such  an  in- 
terest as  can  be  sold  under  a  writ  of  fieri  facias;  not 
being  the  subject  of  execution  upon  legal  process.  And 
if  he  had  decided  otherwise  than  he  did,  it  would  have 
been  such  a  departure  from  the  maxim  that  '^  equity 
follows  the  law,'*  as  might  have  led  to  inconvenient  con- 
sequences, and  indeed  to  great  confusion.  I  take  it  to 
have  been  determined  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
and  well  understood  from  an  early  period  that  the 
mortgagor  of  an  estate,  especially  after  the  conveyance 
has  become  absolute  in  law  by  his  failure  in  perform- 
ing the  condition,  has  no  interest  that  can  be  taken  and 
sold  in  execution  under  a^./a.,  either  at  the  suit  of  the 
mortgagee  or  of  any  other  person. 

That  certainly  was  taken  to  be  a  point  established 
before  I  came  to  the  bench,  which  is  seventeen  years 
ago,  and  I  believe  I  might  even  say,  before  I  came  to 
the  bar. 

It  was  determined  at  a  time  when  the  decisions  of  the 
court  were  not  reported,  and  the  grounds  therefore 
upon  which  the  judges  of  that  day  came  to  the  conclu- 
sion do  not  appear.  Whenever  the  point  has  coipe  up  of 
late  years,  the  law  has  been  assumed  to  be  as  I  have 
stated,  and  there  has  been  little  or  no  argument  upon  it. 

I  think  it  very  probable  that  the  question  has  never 
before  been  eo  elaborately  discussed  in  this  country,  as 
it  has  been  before  us  on  the  present  occasion,  though 
I  do  not  suppose  that  any  of  those  considerations 
which  must  have  been  decisive  of  the  question  had  es- 
caped attention  hitherto.  They  must  inevitably,  I 
think,  have  presented  themselves. 

We  may  take  it  for  granted  that  the  foundation  of 
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the  decision  has  been  the  principle  so  broadly  laid  down 
by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  England,  in  Preston  v. 
Christmas,  (a)  "that  an  equity  of  redemption  is  nothing 
at  all  in  the  eyes  of  the  law ;"  though  certainly  !in  some 
previous  cases  it  had  been  considered  so  far  at  least  of 
value,  that  the  release  of  such  an  equity  had  been  held  to 
be  a  sufficient  consideration  to  support  an  assumpsit. 
(6)  This  is  not  inconsistent,  however,  with  the  doc- 
trine stated  in  Preston  v.  Christmas,  Much  must  of 
course  depend  upon  the  purpose  for  which,  and  the  pro- 
ceeding in  which  a  court  of  law  may  be  called  upon  to 
recognise  its  value.  No  doubt  it  is  an  interest,  though  not 
a  legal  interest,  and  it  may  be  of  actual  value,  though 
it  may  have  no  legal  value.  It  is  no  argument  to  say  that 
an  equity  of  redemption  may  be  devised,  for  an  equitable 
interest  is  as  much  devisable  as  a  legal  interest ;  and  we 
could  not  maintain  that  whatever  interest  might  pass 
by  a  devise  could  be  seized  under  a  common  law  execu- 
tion, for  that  would  be  holding  what  no  one  would 
think  of  contending  for,  namely,  that  an  estate  which 
a  debtor  has  merely  contracted  for,  may  be  sold  as  his 
under  a^./a.,  for  unquestionably  he  has  an  equitable 
freehold  which  might  be  devised.  The  plea  states  that 
upon  the  judgment  against  Thomas  Smyth,  a  writ  of 
fieri  facias  issued  against  his  ''  lands  and  tenements," 
under  which  all  his  interest  in  these  mortgaged  lands 
was  sold.  If  at  the  time  these  lands  were  the  lands  or 
tenements  of  Thom^as  Smyth,  then  the  writ  would  attach 
upon  them ;  or  rather  perhaps  I  should  say,  if  he  had  a 
legal  estate  in  them  higher  than  a  mere  chattel  interest, 
such  legal  estate  could  have  been  sold  under  the  writ . 
But  it  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  his  interest  was  a 
purely  equitable  one  ;  for  if  he  had  an  interest  of  any 
kind  remaining  in  him  after  the  mortgage  and  after  his 
default,  it  was  nothing  more  than  a  right  to  pursue  a 
remedy  in  a  court  of  equity  at  some  future  day,  if  such 
a  court  should  ever  be  established  in  this  country,  there 

(a)  2  Wilson,  86. 

(6)  Wells  V.  Wells,  i  Lev.  273  ;  Thorpe  v.  Thorpe,  2  Ld.  Ray.  663. 
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being  no  snch  court  in  fact  at  the  time,  and  no  certainty 
that  there  ever  would  be.  ^ 

Assuming  that  we  are  now  at  liberty  to  go  into  this 
as  an  open  question,  it  has  been  contended  that  the  cases 
of  Lyster  v.  DoUandy  (a)  and  of  Scott  v.  Scholey  et  ai., 
do  not  in  the  nature  of  things  apply,  first,  because  they 
were  mortgages  made  of  terms  for  years  only,  and  not 
of  a  freehold  estate,  and  therefore  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion in  those  cases  could  not  be  extended  as  trust  estates 
under  the  10th  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  because 
the  trust  estates  which  are  by  that  statute  made  extend- 
ible, are  intended  to  be  trust  estates  of  freehold  only, 
and  not  leasehold  trust  interests ;  and  secondly, because 
the  question  in  these  cases  in  England  came  up  on  the 
effect  of  an  execution  by  elegit;  now  it  is  quite  obvious 
that  an  equity  of  redemption  could  never  be  extended 
upon  an  elegit ;  for  the  effect  of  that  would  be  to  take 
the  estate  out  of  the  actual  possession  of  the  mortgagee, 
which  would  destroy  the  effect  of  his  security,  and  would 
be  quite  inconsistent  with  the  object  of  the  mortgage 
and  the  intention  of  the  parties.  No  doubt  that  is  so  ; 
and  that  it  may  therefore  be  said  with  truth,  that  some 
of  the  grounds  on  which  it  has  been  held  in  England, 
that  an  equity  of  redemption  in  a  term  for  years  cannot 
be  extended  as  a  trust  estate  under  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  do  not  apply  to  the  question  whether  an  equity 
of  redemption  in  a  freehold  estate  in  Upper  Canada  can 
be  sold  there  (not  extended)  under  the  effect  of  the  Bri- 
tish Statute,  5  Geo.  II.,  ch.  7,  which  allows  real  estate 
in  the  colonies  to  be  sold  in  like  manner  as  goods  and 
chattels  for  the  payment  of  debts.  But  it  is  neverthe- 
less quite  impossible,  I  think,  laying  such  grounds  on 
one  side,  that  a  court  of  common  law  in  this  province 
could  have  held  consistently  with  those  decisions  and 
with  the  principles  upheld  by  them,  and  particularly  by 
Lord  EUenborougWs  judgment  in  Scott  v.  Scholey,  that 

(a)  2  Br.  C.  C.  598 ;  S.  C.  i  Ves.  Jr.  431, 
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an  equity  of  redemption  in  a  freehold  estate  could  be 
sold  in  this  country  under  a  /?.  /a.  The  Statute  of 
Frauds  in  England,  which  allows  trust  estates  to  be 
extended  in  execution,  has  been  taken  to  be  confined  to 
cases  of  naked  trusts,  where  the  whole  beneficial  inter- 
est in  the  estate  is  in  the  cestui  que  trust;  that  is,  to  the 
simple  case  of  an  estate  held  by  A.  B.  in  trust  for  0.  D. ; 
and  an  equity  of  redemption,  which  is  no  trust  created 
by  contract  of  parties,  but  a  mere  right  to  pursue  a 
remedy  extended  by  the  indulgence  of  a  court  of  equity, 
is  held  not  to  be  a  trust  estate  that  can  be  at  all  within 
the  contemplation  of  that  statute,  and  so  not  an  estate 
that  can  be  seized  and  extended  under  the  10th  clause. 
The  only  statutory  provision  then  in  the  law  of  England 
in  force  here,  which  has  in  terms  subjected  equitable 
interests  to  common  law  process  of  execution,  does 
clearly  not  apply  to  the  case,  and  this  is  admitted :  and 
there  is  therefore  not  only  the  argument  that  an  author- 
ity to  extend  such  an  estate  under  that  statute  by  degti^ 
would  not  be  authority  at  any  rate  to  sell  it  under  a 
fieri  facias;  but  there  is  the  further  argument,  that  the 
only  enactment  by  which  the  law  of  England  has  sub- 
jected trust  estates  in  England  to  common  law  execu- 
tions of  any  kind  at  the  suit  of  a  subject,  has  never 
been  admitted  to  apply  to  an  equity  of  redemption. 
And  indeed  the  reasons  why  an  equity  of  redemption 
should  not  be  liable  to  be  sold  under  2k  fi  fa.  seems  so 
strong  as  to  be  almost  irresistible. 

They  are  clearly  brought  under  view  in  the  argument 
of  the  case  of  Scott  v.  Scholey,  and  are  strongly  put  by 
the  court  as  grounds  of  their  decision.  It  is  true,  indeed* 
that  it  has  been  decided  in  England,  and  we  have  fol- 
lowed the  decision  here,  that  the  estate  of  the  mortgagee 
cannot  be  sold  upon  a  fi.  fa.,  because  in  reality  the 
extent  of  his  interest  is  only  to  hold  the  estate  till  he  is 
satisfied  the  debt,  which  in  general  is  secured  by  a  bond 
taken  at  the  same  time:  and  the  effect  of  selling,  as  his, 
the  only  substantial  interest  which  he  really  does  hold, 
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would  be  to  separate  the  securities,  and  place  the 
estate  in  the  hands  of  one  person,  while  the  debt  would 
remain  in  another. 

It  does  seem  a  singular  state  of  the  law,  under  which 
an  estate  can  exist,  not  subject  to  execution,  as  being 
no  legal  property  of  any  one ;  not  liable  under  an 
execution  against  the  mortgagor,  because  it  is  held  not 
to  be  his  property  in  the  eye  of  the  law ;  not  under  an 
execution  against  the  mortgagee,  because  he  is  not 
really  and  in  substance  the  owner,  but  only  in  form, 
as  a  means  of  compelling  payment  of  a  debt  secured 
upon  it,  which  is  his  only  valuable  interest  in  the  land. 
But  this  only  shews  the  more  clearly,  that  it  is  in 
equity  alone  that  the  remedy  can  be  properly  and 
conveniently  sought,  with  safety  to  the  claims  and 
interests  of  all  parties.  A  purchaser  of  an  equity  of 
redemption  under  9kfifa.  attended  as  the  right  is  with 
equities  of  a  peculiar  kind,  arising  from  circumstances 
which  neither  he  nor  the  sheriff  can  know,  and  over 
which  the  court  of  law  issuing  the  process  can  have 
no  control,  would  be  in  a  most  unsatisfactory  position  ; 
and  it  would  be  highly  to  the  prejudice  of  the  mort- 
gagor, that  his  equitable  estate  should  be  forced  from 
him  under  a  legal  process,  at  the  price  that  a  stranger 
might  think  it  prudent  to  give  for  it  under  such  dis- 
advantage. The  judgment  creditor  has  his  proper 
remedy  in  equity,  for  he  is  admitted  there  to  be  in  a 
position  to  redeem,  by  paying  off  the  incumbrance. 

Of  course,  it  was  never  reasonably  to  be  assumed, 
without  argument,  that  the  statute  of  5  Geo.  II.  ch.  7, 
which  I  have  already  referred  to,  did  place  us  in  so 
different  a  position  in  regard  to  this  question,  that  it 
ought  to  lead  to  a  contrary  decision  respecting  the 
right  to  sell  the  equitable  estate  under  an  execution. 

I  have  a  distinct  recollection  of  hearing  it  more  than 
once  relied  upon  for  that  purpose ;  but  this  court  has 
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never  held  that  there  was  any  thing  in  that  act,  that 
could  warrant  them  in  confounding  legal  and  equitable 
remedies,  by  holding  that  under  a  fi.  fa.  against  the 
lands  and  tenements  of  a  party,  land  could  be  sold  as 
his,  of  which  the  legal  estate  was  in  another.  Whether 
we  regard  an  equity  of  redemption  as  "  lands^  heredita- 
ments/*  or  "  real  estate,"  which  words  are  used  in  the 
act,  it  must  by  the  terms  of  the  act,  "  belong  to  the  per- 
son indebted"  before  it  can  be  made  liable  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts.  In  the  view  of  a  court  of  law, 
an  equity  of  redemption  is  nothing  ''  belonging  to  "  the 
debtor  which  it  can  recognise  or  is  authorised  to  deal 
with,  for  the  law  looks  only  to  the  legal  estate.  In  the 
view  of  equity  it  is  an  interest,  and  one  to  which  it  can 
give  effect,  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to  suit  the  just 
claims  of  all ;  and  therefore  when  the  same  act,  after 
making  real  estates  liable  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
provides  that  they  shall  be  "  subject  to  the  like  reme- 
dies, proceedings  and  process  in  any  court  of  law  or 
equity  for  seising,  extending,  selling,  or  disposing  of 
them,  as  personal  estates  are  subject  to,  in  the  same 
colonies,  for  payment  of  debts  ;"  the  legiBlature  seems 
to  have  preserved  the  subject  from  confusion  by  send- 
ing parties  either  to  law,  or  equity,  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  interest  to  be  made  liable. 

And  with  reference  to  another  part  of  the  same 
clause  an  equity  of  redemption  doubtless,  by  the  law 
of  England  descends  to  the  heir,  and  is  liable  in  his 
hands  to  the  satisfaction  of  specialty  debts;  but  never- 
theless it  was  never  liable  to  legal  process  of  execution 
— ^it  could  be  reached  only  in  equity. 

If  the  question  were  now  before  us  as  an  undecided 
point,  there  were  arguments  not  ingeniously  merely,  but 
very  forcibly  put,  upon  the  construction  of  this  statute, 
and  upon  the  remedy  given  by  25  Geo.  III.,  ch.  35,  for 
the  sale,  not  only  of  lands,  &c.,  but  "  of  the  right  and  in- 
terest in  lands^*  belonging  to  debtors  to  the  Crown,  and 
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npon  the  sale  of  equities  of  redemption  under  that 
statute,  which  would  all  require  to  be  considered  and 
carefully  stated,  and  disposed  of.  I  do  not  enter  upon 
these  now,  because  I  hold  that  upon  a  question  of  this 
kind,  we  are  bound  by  the  state  of  the  law  as  we  find  it 
settled  by  former  decisions  ;  and  for  the  (additional 
reasons,  that  as  regards  the  plea  itself,  I  think  any  ap- 
peal is  waived  ;  and  indeed  in  the  view  which  I  take 
of  the  case  upon  the  merits,  the  effect  would  be  the 
same,  whether  I  thought  the  equity  of  redemption  was 
in  this  case  bound  by  the  sale  on  the  ji.  fa.,  or  not. 

I  will  only  add,  therefore,  that  it  is  my  present  im- 
pression, after  hearing  an  argument  which  has  thrown 
much  new  light  upon  the  question,  and  which  probably 
indeed  has  placed  it  in  every  light  in  which  it  is  capable 
of  being  placed,  that  the  courts  of  law  in  this  country, 
when  that  question  was  first  presented  to  them,  could 
not,  in  the  face  of  those  principles  of  English  law,  and 
decisions  of  English  courts,  which  were  unquestionably 
binding  upon  them,  have  held  otherwise  than  they  did, 
unless  that  5  Geo.  II.,  oh.  7,  had  the  effect  of  placing 
the  subject  upon  such  totally  different  ground,  as  to 
subject  such  an  equitable  interest  in  the  colonies  to  le- 
gal process  in  opposition  to  the  principles  established 
in  England.  I  am  not  yet  convinced  that  our  courts 
could  properly  have  ascribed  such  an  effect  to  that  sta- 
tute, and  atjall  events  they  have  not  done  so,  but  have  on 
the  contrary  always  held  the  sale  of  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion under  B,fi.fa.  as  a  wholly  insignificant  act,  refusing 
to  recognise  it  as  having  any  binding  effect  upon  the 
title.  The  question,  though  it  has  come  up  here  in  an 
equitable  suit,  is  a  strictly  legal  question,  looking  at 
the  purpose  for  which  it  is  entertained.  If  twenty  or 
thirty  years  ago,  and  after  the  first  decision  had  been 
made,  the  judges  of  this  court  had  upon  more  mature 
deliberation  changed  their  opinion,  they  were  no  doubt 
at  liberty  to  overrule  their  first  impression ;  but  I  con- 
'  aider  it  to  have  become  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  courts 
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of  common  law/.consistently  maintained  in  this  country 
for  a  great  number  of  years,  that  such  a  sale  as  was 
made  in  this  case  transfers  nothing.  We  cannot  tell 
how  many  cases  may  have  occurred,  in  which  mortga- 
gors, whose  interest  have  been  attempted  to  be  bound 
by  such  sales  under  execution,  may  have  afterwards 
sold  their  interest  to  purchasers  for  value— both  parties 
relying  upon  the  known  doctrines  often  recognised  and 
stated  by  the  court.  In  questions  of  this  kind,  relating 
to  rights  of  property,  and  especially  real  property,  it  is 
always  held  to  be  incumbent  on  the  courts  to  adhere  to 
adjudged  cases.  If  these  seem  to  lead  to  inconvenient 
or  even  absurd  consequences,  as  they  have  been  some- 
times admitted  to  do,  still  it  is  considered  right,  for  the 
sake  of  certainty,  to  abide  by  the  generally  known  and 
understood  rule,  leaving  it  to  the  legislature,  if  they 
shall  think  fit,  to  alter  it,  rather  than  to  shake  confi- 
dence in  the  state  of  the  law,  and  produce  uncertainty 
in  the  dealing  with  and  advising  upon  titles,  by  de- 
parting at  pleasure  from  established  decisions,  and 
giving  effect  from  time  to  time  to  the  varying  opinions 
of  different  judges  upon  the  same  points. 

It  would  certainly  seem  strange  here  if,  when  the 
yice-Ghancellor  has  decided  in  accordance  with  the 
constant  course  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  in  refusing  to 
give  effect  to  a  sale  of  an  equity  of  redemption  under 
2kfi.fa,  his  decision  should  be  reversed  by  the  judges 
of  the  same  common  law  court  sitting  in  appeal  from 
his  judgment.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  appeal  from 
the  order  overruling  the  plea  should  be  dismissed  with 
costs,  upon  the  double  ground  that  the  right  of  appeal 
as  to  the  plea  was  waived,  and  that  at  any  rate  the 
plea  was  rightly  overruled,  considering  the  manner  in 
which  attempts  to  sell  equities  of  redemption,  by  com- 
mon law  process,  have  been  hitherto  treated  by  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  this  country. 

If  it  be  thought  desirable  that  recourse  should  be  had 
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by  a  creditor  against  this  particular  description  of 
interest,  otherwise  than  through  a  court  of  equity,  it 
must  be  left  to  the  legislature,  I  think,  to  change  what 
I  regard  as  being  now  the  law  of  Upper  Canada  on 
this  point ;  but  it  seems  to  me  that  the  matter  would 
require  to  be  very  well  considered  before  any  such 
change  is  ventured  upon. 

The  order  overruling  the  demurrer  put  in  by  William 
SimpsoTiy  is  the  next  matter  appealed  from ;  and,  in 
respect  to  this  order  also,  I  think  the  right  of  appeal 
^as  waived  by  the  defendant  afterwards  putting  in  an 
answer ;  it  seems  to  rest  upon  the  same  point  of  prac- 
tice in  that  respect  as  the  plea.  The  cases  of  TVood 
V.  MUneTy  and  of  the  King  of  Spain  v.  Machado,  are 
in  point.  In  the  former,  the  court,  in  order  to  pre- 
vent the  party  from  being  concluded  by  answering 
entertained  an  application  from  him  to  lextend  the  time 
for  answering ;  and  they  made  it  a  condition  for  his 
protection,  that  he  should  not  be  prejudiced  by  making 
the  application,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  a  waiver  of 
his  appeal  against  the  demurrer. 

If  this  defendant  had  been  in  a  situation  to  insist  on 
his  demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  my  doubt  would  have 
been  whether  the  mere  circumstance  that  relief  is 
prayed  for  in  one  shape  in  the  bill,  by  which  the  absent 
parties  cannot  be  affected  in  interest,  would  be  an  answer 
to  the  objection.  It  is  averred  in  the  amended  bill,  that  ^ 
all  the  purchasers  under  Simpson  and  Ward  respec- 
tively had  notice  of  the  state  of  the  title.  They  are  not 
so  numerous  (so  far  as  the  facts  appear  in  the  first 
answer  to  the  amended  bill)  as  to  bring  the  case  within 
the  reason  of  any  decision,  where  inconvenience  alone 
may  have  been  received  as  a  ground  for  not  bringing 
into  court  all  who  have  so  direct  and  clear  an  interest. 
Nor  could  the  necessity  here  be  held  to  be  dispensed 
with,  upon  the  principle  that  those  who  are  made  defen- 
dants can  be  looked  upon  as  representing  others  who 

4  I    E.    <fe   A. 
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are  absent,  either  by  being  appointed  to  represent 
them,  or  from  the  nature  of  the  relative  situation  of 
the  parties.  Nor  does  the  bill  contain  any  statement 
of  the  rea^^ons  or  impediments,  on  account  of  which 
the  respondents  have  not  conformed  to  the  general 
course  of  the  court. 

Under  such  circumstances,  it  seems  to  be  conceded, 
that  no  decree  could  properly  be  made,  which  would  be 
consistent  with  the  relief  prayed  for  in  the  three  first 
alternatives  of  the  prayer  in  the  bill ;  but  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  fourth  alternative  involves  nothing  by 
which  any  of  the  purchasers  not  made  defendants  in 
the  bill  could  be  affected,  if  indeed  the  same  could  not 
be  said  of  the  relief  prayed  in  the  third  alternative. 

We  could  only  of  course  determine  the  question  by 
what  appears  on  Simpson* s  first  answer,  and  the  amended 
bill,  not  noticing  the  evidence  or  the  decree  which  has 
in  fact  been  made;  because  these  are  subsequent  to  the 
demurrer.  And  if  it  could  be  said  with  absolute  cer- 
tainty that  a  decree  made  in  strict  accordance  with  the 
fourth  alternative,  could  not  affect  any  but  the  appel- 
lants ;  and  moreover,  that  sustaining  the  bill  in  that 
shape,  would  not  tend  to  unnecessary  litigation,  by  occa- 
sioning a  multiplicity  of  suits,  when  one  could  have  been 
made  to  answer ;  then  it  would  seem  reasonable  that  the 
party  might  be  allowed  to  proceed  against  these  appel- 
lants alone.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  bill  by  which 
the  respondents  do  in  terms  preclude  themselves  from 
seeking  redemption  hereafter,  in  respect  to  the  holders 
of  other  portions  of  the  mortgaged  estate.  They  do 
indeed  propose  to  take  the  purchase  money  received 
upon  sales  of  such  parts  as  Simpson  and  Ward  ''do 
not  continue  interested  in;**  and  they  only  ask  to 
redeem  such  portions  of  the  mortgaged  premises  as 
Simpson  and  Ward  *' still  continue  interested  in;** 
that  is,  they  only  now  pray  to  be  allowed  to  redeem 
as  to  such  portions.     All  that  can  be  said  of  this 
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is,  that  having  asked  for  the  purchase  money,  if  they 
should  be  decreed  it,  they  can  never  afterwards  be  al- 
lowed to  redeem  the  land ;  but  what  has  been  in  fact 
done  upon  their  prayer  would  have  to  be  shewn  here- 
after if  they  should,  as  they  might,  attempt  to  redeem 
against  these  other  purchasers. 

They  do  not  expressly  relinquish  their  right,  nor 
consent  to  forego  it  in  direct  terms.     And  besides,  the 
respondents  by  their  bill  desire  relief  in  any  of  the 
four  ways  suggested ;  not  agreeing  to  take  one  and 
waive  the  others,  but  reserving  the  right  of  course  to 
contend  at  the  hearing  for  one  mode  of  relief  as  well  as 
for  the  other  ;  and  they  would  go  down  to  the  hearing, 
as  we  must  suppose,  meaning  to  press  most  earnestly 
for  that  which  would  give  them  the  fullest  measure  of 
relief;  for  the  first  alternative  if  that  can  be  got,  if,  not, 
for  the  second,  and  so  on.    It  is  not  the  case  of  a  plain- 
tiff, on  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  proposing  to  take  a 
decree  which  shall  save  the  interest  of  all  absent  parties- 
The  question  upon  the  demurrer  is,  whether  a  plaintiff 
can  be  allowed  to  go  down  to  the  hearing,  and  to  take 
evidence  before  the  hearing,  upon  a  bill  which  certainly 
does  pray  redemption  against  a  number  of  parties  who 
are  not  made  defendants  in  the  cause.    Have  they  not 
an  interest  in  being  heard,  for  fear  the  court  may, 
though  they  need  not,  make  a  decree  which  may  affect 
their  interest  ?    And  though  such  decree  might  not  in 
fact  be  suffered  to  affect  them,  on  account  of  their  not 
being  made  parties,  yet  the  course  of  the  court  requires 
that  they  shall  have  before  them  all  whose  presence  may 
be  necessary  for  enabling  the  court  to  deal  finally,  ef- 
fectually, and  justly,  with  all  the  interests  involved. 
The  plaintiffs,  as  it  seems  to  me,  though  I  express  the 
opinion  with  very  little  confidence,  from  not  being  con- 
versant in  equity  proceedings,  could  hardly  be  allowed 
to  say  in  answer  to  the  demurrer,  **  We  will  at  the  hear- 
ing take  a  decree  in  such  a  shape  as  that  the  absent 
parties  can  have  no  concern  in  it."  The  court,  I  think, 
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must  say  to  them,  "  You  should  have  framed  your  bill 
and  brought  your  suit  in  such  a  manner  that  the  court 
might  deal  with  it  as  justice  and  their  rules  require. 
Whereas  here,  relinquishing  nothing,  you  have  asked 
for  several  things  which  we  cannot  grant  you  in  the  ab- 
sence of  parties  who  are  by  your  own  shewing  interested 
in  opposing  your  claim,  (a)  And  you  do  not  limit  your 
prayer  so  that  we  can  say,  we  should  be  stopping  short, 
with  your  assent,  of  granting  all  that  you  are  claim- 
ing." The  decisions  in  England  seem  to  support  this 
view.  And  beside,  I  do  not  see  that  we  could  hold  that 
the  relief,  in  the  narrowest  shape  in  which  it  has  been 
prayed,  is  certainly  not  open  to  the  objection  of  want  of 
parties.  The  respondents  pray  to  redeem  all  the  por- 
tions of  the  mortgaged  premises  which  Ward  and  Simp- 
son "  continue  interested  in.''  They  "  continue  interest^*' 
in  such  parts  as  they  have  sold  but  not  conveyed,  on  ac- 
count of  the  purchase  money  being  unpaid,  and  in  such 
portions  as  they  have  leased.  The  schedule  which 
forms  part  of  the  bill  shews  that  they  have  leased  sev- 
eral lots  to  persons  who  axe  named,  and  have  sold  lots 
to  others,  which  are  not  yet  conveyed.  I  do  not  assume 
that  it  was  necessary  the  less^s  should  have  been  made 
parties,  but  the  purchasers  of  lots  not  conveyed  have 
prima  facie  an  equitable  freehold  ;  and  I  am  not  sure 
that  we  should  be  safe  in  assuming  that  they  must  not 
be  made  parties  to  a  bill  which  seeks  to  redeem  their 
portions. 

It  has  been  urged  that  if  on  these,  or  any  other 
grounds,  the  bill  is  defective  for  want  of  parties,  such  an 
objection  amounts  in  effect  to  a  denial  of  jurisdiction 
over  the  case  in  its  present  shape,  and  is  an  objection 
too  substantial  to  be  waived  by  any  step  which  maybe 
taken  by  those  who  are  in  fact  made  defendants  ;  for 
that  it  might  be  made  by  any  one, even  as  amicus  curia. 
I  have  no  doubt  that  either  the  court  upon  the  hearing, 
or  this  court  upon  appeal,  might  order  the  cause  to  stand 

(a)  Richardson  v.  Hastings,  7  Beaven,  306,  and  Lidbetter  v.  Long. 
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oyer  till  the  defect  should  be  supplied.  But  as  a  demur- 
rer would  not  be  allowed  to  be  filed  by  an  amicus  curioe 
having  no  connexion  with  the  cause,  (a)  so  I  take  it 
that  the  objection,  so  far  as  it  depends  upon  the 
demurrer  merely,  is  at  an  end,  when  the  demurrer 
being  overruled,  the  defendant,  instead  of  appealing 
against  the  order,  submits  to  it,  and  puts  in  his 
answer.  I  think  the  appeal  as  to  that  order  must,  on 
that  ground,  be  dismissed  with  costs,  (b) 

The  substantial  question  in  this  case  upon  the  merits, 
and  that  to  which  the  counsel  on  both  sides  chiefly 
applied  themselves  is,  whether  upon  the  facts  proved 
the  respondents  ought  to  be  allowed  to  redeem  as  to  any 
part  of  the  premises,  or  whether  they  can  and  ought  to 
be  refused  the  privilege  of  redemption,  which  they  can 
claim  as  a  right.  The  case,  in  that  view  of  it,  has  been 
argued  with  remarkable  ability,  and  such  a  degree  of 
talent  and  industry  has  been  shewn  on  both  sides  as 
does  great  credit  to  the  gentlemen  employed.  The  ques- 
tion is  one  highly  interesting  in  its  nature,  more  especi- 
ally from  the  application  which  the  decision  may  have 
in  other  cases  which  are  known,  and  probably  in  very 
many  that  have  not  yet  engaged  attention.  The  value, 
too,  of  the  interests  involved  in  the  case  itself  is  very 
large ;  certainly  not  less  than  many  thousand  pounds, 
taking  the  desired  redemption  in  the  most  limited 
extent  that  has  been  suggested. 

We  must  look  upon  the  case,  I  think,  as  turning  upon 
that  provision  in  our  own  stattite  book,  which  has  been 


(a)  Windsor  v.  Windsor,  i  Dickens,  707 ;  Holdsworth  v.  Holds- 
worth,  ib.  799. 

(6)  As  regards  the  costs  of  the  appeal  from  the  order  overruling  the 
demurrer,  it  was  suggested  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellants  when 
the  judgment  of  the  court  was  given,  that  the  respondents  ought  to 
have  petitioned  against  the  appeal,  and  not  consented  to  go  to 
argument  upon  it,  and  that  not  having  insisted  upon  the  waiver, 
they  have  no  claim  to  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  which  they  have  with- 
out necessity  suffered  to  be  incurred.  This  court  havmg  so  decided 
under  the  like  circumstances  in  the  case  of  Smith  &  Crooks  v. 
Rhodes,  the  court  followed  that  decision  here,  and  the  appeal  was 
in  fact  dismissed  without  costs. 
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made  the  main  ground  of  the  argument  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants,  I  mean  the  11th  clause  of  the  7th  Wm. 
IV.,  ch.  2;  for  independently  of  that  provision,  it  did 
not  seem  to  be  put  with  much  confidence,  that  the  right 
to  redeem  could  be  denied ;  or  rather,  I  should  say,  it 
did  not  seem  to  be  very  earnestly  contended,  that 
taking  such  a  case  to  have  arisen  in  England,  there  is 
anything  in  the  mere  conduct  of  the  parties,  that  upon 
the  ground  of  acquiescence  or  otherwise,  could  have 
been  held  to  have  extinguished  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, however  strongly  it  might  have  operated  in 
regard  to  compensation. 

There  are  some  points  in  the  evidence,  however,  bear- 
ing upon  that  view  of  the  subject,  which  I  think  would 
be  felt  to  call  for  attentive  consideration,  and  for  a  much 
more  careful  examination  of  adjudged  cases  than  it  has 
been  in  mypower  to  make  since  the  argument,  if  the  case 
were  to  be  taken  up  on  that  ground  alone.  Nothing  was 
cited  on  the  argument  that  appeared  to  me  to  go  the 
length  of  justifying  the  withholding  the  redemption  on 
such  grounds  as  are  here  shewn,  if  all  that  has  taken 
place  here  had  taken  place  in  England,  where  it  would 
have  been  open  to  the  parties,  during  the  whole  period, 
to  take  such  equitable  proceedings  as  their  view  of  their 
own  interest  might  have  prompted  them  to.  To  deter- 
mine what  it  is  just  to  do,  considering  the  state  of  things 
which  has  existed  in  Upper  Canada  at  and  from  the  time 
when  this  mortgage  was  made,  and  considering  also  the 
provision  which  the  legislature  has  thought  it  reasonable 
to  make  on  account  of  thatstate  of  things,  is  thequestion 
to  which  I  shall  think  it  more  proper  to  confine  myself. 
His  honour  the  Vice-chancellor  has  intimated  that 
having  been  given  plainly  to  understand,  while  the  case 
was  before  him,  that  an  appeal  would  follow  whatever 
course  he  might  take  in  disposing  of  the  case  on  the 
merits,  he  did  not  give  the  same  anxious  consideration  to 
it,  as  he  must  otherwise  have  done,  on  account  of  the  great 
interests  involved.     We  might  probably  look  upon  it  as 
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almost  equally  certain,  that  our  judgment  upon  appeal 
-will  not  be  acquiesced  in  by  the  losing  party,  which  ever 
it  niay  be.  And,  indeed,  though  we  would  unwillingly 
see  a  suitor  in  any  hopeless  case  incur  the  very  formi- 
dable expense  which  unfortunately  seems  inseparable 
from  an  appeal  to  the  Privy  Council,  notwithstanding 
the  late  improvements  in  that  appellate  jurisdiction, 
yet  one  cannot  but  desire  that  the  opinions  which  we 
may  form  upon  the  question  now  submitted  to  us 
should  be  reviewed  by  a  higher  court,  for  the  sake  of 
others  who  may  be  interested  in  it,  as  well  as  of  the  par- 
ties now  before  us.  If  this  should  happen,  there  are 
flome  peculiarities  in  the  proceedings  which  will  proba- 
bly be  looked  upon  in  England  as  inconvenient  depar- 
tures from  the  ordinary  course  of  practice  in  equity, 
particularly  in  regard  to  the  taking  and  publication  of 
evidence,  according  to  the  practice  which  has  obtained 
under  our  Chancery  Act.  The  appellants  complain  of 
this  as  having  subjected  them  to  great  disadvantage  in 
regard  to  the  evidence  given  by  Covell,  one  of  the  re- 
spondent's witnesses ;  who  being  (as  it  is  alleged)  a  man 
of  reckless  character  and  notoriously  intemperate  hab- 
its, and  having,  as  appears  by  his  evidence,  a  direct  in- 
terest sufficient  at  least  to  occasion  a  strong  bias,  has 
been  procured,  as  they  complain,  to  give  answers  deli- 
berately framed  and  contrived  to  support  the  respond- 
ent's casein  all  points,  and  to  repel  the  defence  set  up  by 
the  other  side,  after  the  opportunities  which  the  method 
of  taking  evidence  under  our  statute  admits  of,  of  know- 
ing all  that  had  been  proved  on  the  part  of  the  defence. 
With  regard  to  the  character  and  habits  of  the  witness 
nothing  was  proved,  and  therefore  no  allowance  can  be 
made  on  that  score ;  and  his  evidence  must  be  esti- 
mated by  our  means  of  judging  of  the  probability  of  its 
truth,  upon  the  face  of  his  statements,  and  by  a  com- 
parison with  the  testimony  of  the  other  witnesses,  to 
which  it  is  certainly  on  some  points  very  much  opposed. 

His  honour  theVice-Chancellor,  as  I  understand  from 
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him,  decreed  according  to  the  prevailing  impression  on 
his  mind,  that  the  Chancery  Act  gave  him  no  power, 
under  any  circumstances,  to  withhold  redemption  alto- 
gether, when  it  would  not,  under  the  same  circum- 
stances, be  withheld  in  England  ;  but  merely  to  restrict 
it  upon  his  view  of  the  facets,  by  imposing  such  terms  aa 
he  should  think  just.  He  accordingly  has  allowed  re- 
demption ;  and,  under  his  view  of  all  the  facts  proved, 
and  in  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  which  the  statute 
gives  him,  he  has  framed  such  a  decree  as  he  believed 
would  meet  the  justice  of  the  case.  This  decree  is  ap- 
pealed from,  and  various  exceptions  have  been  taken  to 
it,  which  regard  only  its  particular  terms.  They  are 
complained  of  as  being,  several  of  them,  repugnant  and 
inconsistent  as  well  as  unreasonable,  and  not  calculated 
to  meet  the  justice  of  the  case,  admitting  that  a  decree 
for  redemption  was  inevitable.  But  the  defendants  do 
not  merely  complain  of  the  terms  of  the  decree ;  they 
appeal  against  it  on  the  grounds,  first,  that  the  Court  of 
Chancery  had  the  power,  under  the  act,  to  refuse  re- 
demption altogether ;  and  secondly,  that  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case  render  it  proper  that  redemption 
should  be  refused.  The  respondents  contend  against 
both  these  positions.  My  judgment  is  with  the  appel- 
lants on  both  points — without  hesitation  as  regards  the 
first,  and  after  weighing  as  carefully  as  I  am  able,  all 
the  evidence  which  must  be  considered  in  determining 
the  second. 

I  cannot  prevail  upon  myself  to  d  oubt  that  the  eleventh 
clause  of  our  Chancery  Act  gives  to  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery a  power  over  the  right  of  redemption  in  all  cases 
coming  within  that  clause,  and  that  its  operation  is 
not  to  be  confined  to  the  mere  adjustment  of  compen- 
sation, or  other  conditions.  If  its  language  should 
seem  to  admit  of  doubt  in  this  respect,  (which  it  does 
not  appear  to  me  to  do,)  a  short  reference  to  circum- 
stances which  we  know,  and  must  recognise,  may  help 
to  explain  it.  The  civil  government  of  Upper  Can- 
ada was  organised  1792.     The  legislature  first  sat  in 
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that  year,  and  by  their  first  act  tbey  provided,  that  ''  in 
all  matters  of  controversy  relative  to  property  and  civil 
right  s,  resort  shall  be  had  to  t^e  laws  of  England  as  the 
rule  for  the  decision  of  the  same."  The  trial  by  jury 
was  next  estaclished,  and  a  court  of  civil  and  criminal 
jurisdiction  created,  with  the  like  jurisdiction  as  the 
superior  common  law  courrs  in  England.  Courts  of 
Bequest  were  organized  for  the  trial  of  small  causes,  on 
the  same  principle  as  the  Courts  of  conscience  in  Eng- 
land ;  and  these  were  not  held  to  the  strict  rules  of  the 
common  law;  but  with  this  exception,  if  it  can  be  called 
one,  there  was  absolutely  no  court  whatever  authorised 
to  proceed  otherwise  than  according  to  the  course  of  the 
common  law.  No  court  of  equity  was  created,  and  no 
provision  made  for  the  exercise  of  an  equitable  juris- 
diction, in  regard  to  anyone  matter  that  belongs  pecu- 
liarly to  equity,  nor  any  assurance  held  out  by  the 
legislature  while  they  were  introducing  the  English  law, 
in  the  year  1792,  nor  for  more  than  thirty  years  after- 
wards, that  there  ever  would  be  a  court  in  Upper  Can- 
ada authorized  to  administer  what  is  in  England  caUed 
equity.  In  the  year  1834  (so  far  as  I  am  aware)  the  first 
allusion  was  made  in  our  statute-book  to  a  mortgagor's 
right  to  redeem.  In  ch.  16  of  the  statutes  of  that  year, 
a  short  act  was  passed,  for  giving  to  a  certificate  of  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage  money,  when  registered  in  the 
county  register,  all  the  efifect  of  a  re-conveyanc  j  of  the 
estate.  And  it  was  thought  prudent  to  add  a  proviso, 
"  that  such  certificate,  if  given  after  the  expiration  of 
the  period  within  which  the  mortgagor  had  a  right  in 
equity  to  redeem,  shall  not  have  th^  effect  of  defeating 
any  title  other  than  a  title  remaining  vested  in  the  mort- 
gagee, or  his  heirs,  executors  and  administrators ;  "  by 
which  the  legislature  seem  to  have  apprehended,  that 
otherwise  a  mortgagee,  aftc?r  acquiring  an  estate  which 
ought  to  be  held  absolute  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law, 
and  after  transferring  such  estate  to  some  other  party, 
might  by  receiving  the  mortgage  money  and  giving  a 
certificate,  defeat  the  estate  of  the  purchaser.     In  the 
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same  year,  the  legislature  passed  an  act,  4  Wm.  IV.,  ch.l, 
adopting,  with  some  modifications,  many  of  the  improve- 
ments in  the  law  of  real  property,  which  had  lately  been 
made  in  England,  upon  the  recommendation  of  commis- 
sioners, and  in  this  act  there  is  mention  made  in  several 
clauses  of  equitable  interests  and  estates,  as  distinct 
from  legal  estates,  and  provisions  are  made  in  respect  to 
each,  corresponding  with  those  which  had  been  intro- 
duced in  England.  Indeed,  in  1827  or  1828,  there  had 
been  discussions  in  the  legislature  and  a  movement  made 
by  the  government  towards  creating  an  equitable  juris- 
diction ;  but  nothing  was  completed,  and  the  design  was 
dropped,  till  it  was  taken  up  again  in  1837.  In  the 
Canadian  Eeal  Property  Act,  just  referred  to,  (a)  the 
limitation  of  twenty  years  is  adopted  with  regard  to  any 
suits  in  equity  for  the  recovery  of  land  or  rent,  as  well 
as  in  suits  at  law,  with  a  proviso,  such  as  the  English 
statute  contains,  that  this  enactment  shall  not  interfere 
"  with  any  rule  or  jursdiction  of  courts  of  equity,  in 
refusing  relief,  on  the  ground  of  acquiescence  or  other- 
wise, to  any  person  whose  right  to  bring  a  suit  may  not 
be  barred  by  virtue  of  the  act."  The  clause  in  the  Eng- 
lish Act,  respecting  the  limitation  of  time  binding  upon 
the  mortgagor,  is  very  closely  followed ;  and  at  the  end 
of  the  43rd  clause,  in  which  provision  is  made  limiting 
the  time  for  suing  at  law  or  in  equity  for  any  mortgage- 
money,  or  for  any  legacy,  there  is  this  proviso,  which 
though  out  of  place  as  regards  part  of  the  subject  mat- 
ter, is  not  the  less  binding :  **  provided  always  that  in 
respect  to  persons  7iow  entitled  to  an  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, or  to  any  legacy,  the  right  'o  bring  an  action,  or 
to  pursue  a  remedy  for  the  same,  shall  not  be  deemed 
to  be  extinguished  or  barred  by  lajyse  of  time,  until  the 
expiration  of  five  years  from  the  time  that  an  equitable 
jurisdiction  shall  be  established  in  this  province,  and  in 
the  exercise  of  its  powers ;  provided  that  shall  happen 
within  ten  years  from  the  passing  of  this  act." 

(a)  32nd  clause. 
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If  no  such  court  should  be  established  within  that 
period,  it  would  seem  that  the  legislature  were  willing 
that  mere  lapse  of  time  should  bar  the  mortgagor, 
though  he  could  have  had  no  remedy  open  to  him  in 
equity,  in  any  case  where,  being  out  of  possession,  it 
had  become  necessary  for  him  to  sue  for  redemption. 

Thus,  then,  with  the  law  of  England  introduced  as 
the  rule  of  decision  in  1792,  when  our  tribunals  began 
to  be  erected — with  no  equitable  jurisdiction  existing — 
with  no  allusion  in  any  law  of  the  province,  before  the 
year  1834,  to  any  such  thing  as  an  equity  of  re- 
demption— and  with  such  allusions,  in  and  after  that 
year,  ,to  that  equitable  interest,  and  to  mortgages, 
as  I  have  mentioned,  and  with  no  other — the  legis- 
lature, in  the  year  1837,  passed  the  Chancery  Act, 
7  Will.  IV.,  ch.  2,  which  for  the  first  time  gave  the 
means  of  enforcing  equitable  rights  in  Upper  Canada, 
for  any  purpose,  or  to  any  extent.  This  act,  in  its 
second  clause,  conferred  upon  the  court  to  be  created, 
and  in  which  a  vice-chancellor  is  to  preside,  (the  gov- 
ernor being  chancellor,)  the  same  power  and  authority 
as  are  possessed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England, 
'*in  aU  matters  relating  to  mortgages  ;**  and,  in  the 
same  general  terms,  they  gave  the  same  power  and 
control  as  are  exercised  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in 
England,  over  every  subject,  as  I  believe,  which  the 
system  of  equity  embraces,  enumerating  expressly 
cases  of  fraud,  trusts,  dower,  specific  performance,  &c. 
But  in  regard  to  mortgages,  and  to  that  head  of  relief 
only,  the  legislature  seems  not  to  have  felt  it  safe  to 
commit  the  jurisdiction  in  such  extensive  terms,  with- 
out accompanying  it  with  the  special  and  precise 
provision  which  has  given  rise  to  the  question  we  are 
now  considering,  and  which  is  contained  in  the  follow- 
ing (11th)  clause : 

"  And  whereas  the  law  of  England  was  at  an  early 
period  introduced  into  this  province,  and  has  continued 
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to  be  the  rule  of  decision  in  all  matters  of  controversy 
relative  to  property  and  civil  rights ;  while  at  the  same 
time,  from  the  want  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction,  it  has 
not  been  in  the  power  of  mortgagees  to  foreclose,  and 
mortgagors,  being  out  of  possession,  have  been  unable 
to  avail  themselves  of  their  equity  of  redemption ;  and, 
in  consequence  of  the  want  of  those  remedies,  the  rights 
of  the  respective  parties,  or  of  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns,  may  be  found  to  be  attended 
with  peculiar  equitable  considerations,  as  well  in  regard 
to  compensation  for  improvements,  as  in  respect  to  the 
right  to  redeem,  depending  on  the  cii'cumstances  of  each 
case ;  and  a  strict  application  of  the  rules  established 
in  England,  might  be  attended  with  injustice ;  be  it 
therefore  enacted,  &c.,"that  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  the 
said  court  shall  have  power  and  authority,  in  all  cases 
of  mortgage  J  where,  before  the  passing  of  this  act,  the 
estate  has  become  absolute  in  law,  by  failure  in  per- 
forming the  condition,  to  make  such  order  or  decree  in 
respect  to  foreclosure  or  redemption,  and  with  regard  to 
compensation  for  improvements,  and  generally  with 
respect  to  the  rights  and  claims  of  the  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee,  and  their  respective  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators or  assigns,  as  may  appear  to  him  just  and 
reasonable  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  ; 
subject,  however,  to  the  appeal  provided  by  this  act.'' 

It  was  provided  generally  by  the  act,  that  appeals 
shall  lie  from  the  orders  and  decrees  of  the  court,  to  the 
Governor  and  Council  of  the  province,  together  with  the 
judges  of  the  Court  of  Eing*s  Bench ;  but  it  seems  as  if 
the  legislature,  feeling  that  they  were  vesting  by  this 
clause  a  most  extensive  discretion  in  the  Vice-Chancellor, 
thought  it  well  to  guard  it  by  making  it  expressly  sub- 
ject to  appeal,  in  order  that  it  might  not  be  supposed 
that  the  principle  was  to  be  applied  to  this  case,  which 
is  to  a  great  extent  recognised  in  regard  to  other  tribu- 
nals, that  the  exercise  of  a  mere  discretionary  power 
conferred  upon  a  court,  or  even  upon  an  individual 
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judge,  is  not  subject  to  be  reviewed,  there  being  no 
precise  standard  of  right  or  wrong  by  which  it  can  be 
tried. 

When  the  legislature  were  first  dealing  with  the 
subject  of  mortgages,  in  1884,  and  were  imposing  limita- 
tions of  time  in  order  to  quiet  titles  and  claims,  they 
naturally  enough  thought  it  sufficient,  and  at  the  same 
time  incumbent  upon  them,  to  take  care  that  they  did 
not  close  the  door  absolutely  against  any  equitable  relief 
to  the  mortgagor,  under  whatever  circumstances  of 
hardship  or  injustice,  by  making  time  a  bar,  while  for 
want  of  a  tribunal,  he  never  had  had  the  means  of 
applying  for  a  remedy  only  equitable  in  its  nature  ;  they 
therefore  wisely  avoided  to  prejudge  cases  that  had  never 
been  heard,  by  keeping  open  the  claims  of  parties  till 
they  could  be  made  known  to'a  court  competent  to  deal 
with  them.  If  they  had  not  done  this,  they  would  have 
been  prejudicing  the  position  of  mortgagors  to  a  very 
dangerous  extent  by  the  statute  which  they  were  passing, 
for  they  were  then  for  the  first  time  imposing  a  limitation 
of  time,  and  making  it  an  absolute  bar,  and  they  were 
letting  the  time  run  during  a  period  when  a  disability 
existed,  which  more  than  all  others  had  a  claim  to  con- 
sideration. Their  proviso  had  merely  the  effect  of 
keeping  the  subject  open  without  prejudice,  till  the  legis- 
lature should  apply  themselves  to  the  erection  of  a  court 
of  equity,  if  they  should  at  any  time  do  so ;  and  when 
the  legislature  came  to  take  up  the  subject  in  1887, 
they  were  evidently  fully  aware  of  the  necessity  of 
proceeding  with  great  circumspection. 

It  may  be  thought,  that  they  might  have  laid  down 
some  general  rule  for  protecting  mortgagors  in  a  par- 
ticular class  of  cases ;  as  for  instance,  that  where  an 
ejectment  had  been  brought  by  the  mortgagee,  and  the 
mortgagor  had  not  availed  himself  of  the  statute  7  Geo. 
n.,  ch  20,  by  applying  to  stop  proceedings  on  paying 
the  debt  and  costs ;  or  when,  as  in  this  case,  the  interest 
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of  the  mortgagor  had  been  knowingly  suffered  by  him 
to  be  sold  in  execution,  it  should  be  deemed  equivalent 
to  a  foreclosure ;  but  either  of  these  rules  might  in  some 
cases  have  operated  most  unjustly.  The  7  Geo.  II.  can 
only  be  used  in  cases  where  there  are  no  accounts  to' be 
investigated,  and  no. disputed  payment,  when  nothing 
is  to  be  done,  but  for  the  master  to  make  a  computation 
upon  the  face  of  the  mortgage.  With  regard  to  sale  in 
execution,  it  would  have  been  strange  if  the  legislature, 
taking  up  the  subject  in  1837,  had  placed  a  particular 
class  of  mortgagees  on  so  favourable  a  footing  as  com- 
pared with  others,  merely  because  they  had  adopted  a 
proceeding  which  the  only  court  of  justice  then  in  the 
country  had  always  held  to  have  been  illegal  and 
inoperative  :  and  besides,  either  of  these  courses  would 
have  been,  in  effect,  allowing  mortgagees  to  foreclose  at 
their  pleasure,  without  the  intervention  of  any  court, 
without  any  regard  to  the  disproportion  which  might  in 
many  cases  have  existed  between  the  value  of  the  estate 
and  the  sum  secured  on  it,  even  at  the  time  of  the 
security  being  given,  and  without  making  allowance  for 
any  of  those  equitable  circumstances  which  sometimes 
lead  courts  of  equity  to  enlarge  the  time  appointed  for 
foreclosure,  or  even  to  open  the  foreclosure  long  after 
the  decree.  To  have  adopted  any  number  of  years  as  a 
bar,  while  there  had  been  no  means  of  suing  for  redemp- 
tion, would  have  had  an  unjust  effect  in  those  cases,  of 
which  there  might  be  many, where  the  estate  mortgaged 
was  worth  much  more  than  the  debt,  where  it  had  lain 
unoccupied  and  unimproved,  without  any  change  as  to 
interests  or  circumstances  which  could  make  redemp- 
tion unjust  or  inconvenient,  and  where  the  mortgagee, 
in  being  made  to  re-convey  the  property,  on  receiving 
his  debt,  with  all  arrears  of  interest,  could  sustain  no 
other  injury  than  the  disappointment  of  an  unrighteous 
expectation. 

Suppose  a  strong  case  of  this  kind ;  that  a  debtor  in 
1792,  had  mortgaged  a  tract  of  land  worth  £1000,  to 


SmPBON  V.   BMYTH — 1846.  6S 

secure  a  debt  of  £200 ;  that  some  time  after  forfeiture, 
the  mortgagee  had  got  possession,  but  bad  made  no  sub- 
stantial improvements,  and  had  always  afterwards  re- 
fused to  accept  the  debt  and  re-convey.  By  the  time 
the  Court  of  Chancery  was  established,  the  estate  would 
have  risen  greatly  in  value,  so  that  the  disproportion 
between  the  debt  and  the  security  would  be  even  greater 
than  at  first.  Most  men  would  admit,  tbat  if  tbe  mort- 
gagor made  use  of  the  remedy  as  soon  as  the  means  were 
oflfered  bim,  by  the  erection  of  a  proper  court,  he  ought 
not  in  such  a  case  to  find  himself  barred  by  mere  lapse 
of  time.  The  first  question  to  be  considered  by  the 
legislature  was,  whether  an  equity  of  redemption  should 
be  acknowledged,  as  having  existed  at  all,  while  there 
was  no  equity  administered  in  the  country.  When  it 
was  determined  that  it  should  be  acknowledged,  then 
the  hardship  would  seem  striking,  of  allowing  time 
alone  to  be  a  bar  under  such  circumstances;  and  I 
cannot  say  that  in  my  view  of  the  question,  I  should 
have  thought  it  just  if  the  legislature  had  refused 
redemption  as  a  matter  of  course,  in  all  cases  where  the 
mortgagor  had  not  offered  to  redeem  within  twenty 
years,  without  regard  to  the  value  and  circumstances  of 
the  property,  and  the  ability  of  the  party.  I  knew  a 
case  in  my  practice  at  the  bar,  where  a  person  in  1795 
or  6,  had  mortgaged  a  lot  of  land  in  Toronto  for  iSlO  lent 
him,  which  at  that  time,  I  dare  say,  was  the  full  value  of 
the  estate.  The  mortgagor  removed  to  another  part  of 
the  province ;  the  mortgagee  died  and  his  family  removed 
to  England.  The  lot  continued  unoccupied  and  un- 
noticed, till,  in  1820,  or  about  that  time,  some  one  aware 
of  its  value,  and,  I  believe,  ignorant  of  the  mortgage, 
traced  out  the  owner  of  the  lot,  and  made  him  an  offer  for 
it.  Information  was  then  gained  of  the  incumbrance; 
and  before  the  proposed  purchaser  would  close  the  bar- 
gain, the  heir  of  the  mortgagee  was  written  to,  and 
acquainted  fully  with  the  circumstances.  His  answer 
was  the  liberal  one,  that  he  conceived  he  had  no  further 
claim  than  to  receive  the  debt  and  interest,  and  would 
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not  stand  in  the  way  of  the  sale.  The  purchase  from 
the  mortgagor  was  concluded,  and  not  long  after  the 
purchaser  sold  the  land,  as  I  understood,  for  about 
£2,000.  All  this  took  place  before  any  court  of  equity 
had  been  established  :  but  if  the  matter  had  continued 
open  till  afterwards,  with  no  alteration  in  the  property 
except  the  increased  value  from  the  growth  of  the  town, 
it  would  have  seemed  hard  that  such  an  estate  should 
liave  passed  into  the  hands  of  the  mortgagee  for  a  debt 
of  £10 ;  and  yet,  perhaps,  when  the  lot  was  mortgaged, 
the  mortgagee  would  have  been  unwilling  to  take  it  as 
a  payment.  Circumstances  of  various  kinds,  arising 
out  of  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  the  manner  in 
which  the  property  had  been  dealt  with,  might  in  such 
case  be  thought  to  incline  the  scale  against  the  mort- 
gagor's right  to  redeem.  As  it  was,  there  was  the 
single  question,  whether  the  one  or  the  other  should 
have  the  advantage  of  rise  in  value,  not  occasioned  by 
the  acts  of  either  ?  and  equity  gives  that  advantage 
to  the  mortgagor  as  the  owner  of  the  estate. 

These  are  considerations  on  the  side  of  the  mortgagor. 
But  the  case  of  mortgagees  also  claimed  attention  from 
the  legislature.  I  believe  it  was  an  erroneous  notion 
prevailing  before  the  act  was  passed,  with  many  who 
had  no  concern  themselves  in  such  transactions,  that 
the  want  of  a  court  of  equity  was  a  grievance  to  mort- 
gagors only,  because  they  had  no  means  of  suing  for 
redemption.  But  I  always  thought  the  grievance  was 
greater  upon  the  mortgagees,  and  was  felt  by  them  in 
a  much  greater  number  of  instances.  There  might  now 
and  then  be  a  case  where  the  mortgagee,  after  the  day 
had  gone  by,  was  inclined  to  refuse  the  money  and  try 
to  keep  the  estate ;  but  I  imagine  such  instances  have 
been  rare.  Where  the  mortgagee  was  not  in  posses- 
sion, and  had  to  bring  ejectment,  the  7  Geo.  II.,  ch. 
20,  afforded  the  debtor  jfche  means  of  staying  proceed- 
ings and  relieving  himself  from  the  incumbrance  by 
paying  the  debt  and  costs ;  and  it  was  often  resorted 
to  when  he  had  the  means  of  paying. 
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But  the  general  course  of  such  transactions  was  ex- 
ceedingly unfavourable  and  perplexing  to  the  creditor. 
Money  might  be  lent  or  credit  given  by  a  merchant  on 
the  faith  of  a  mortgage,  and  in  the  greater  number  of 
instances  at  an  early  day,  it  might  be  given  upon  unim- 
proved land,upon  which  no  rents  or  profits  were  accruing. 
If  the  creditor  had  taken  no  such  security,  he  might 
have  sold  the  estate  upon  an  execution  for  his  debt,  and 
he  would  then  have  run  only  the  risk  of  other  creditors 
stepping  in  before  him;  but  with  this  mortgage  in  his 
hands  upon  an  unproductive  property,  perhaps  worth  no 
more,  or  even  less  than  his  debt  and  interest,  what  was 
he  to  do  ?  Powers  of  sale  were  not  often  inserted,  they 
are  a  new  expedient  even  in  England,  or  at  least  have 
not  been  long  in  general  use.  Take  a  case  strongly  in 
favor  of  the  creditor,  and  suppose  him  in  1792  to  have 
taken  a  mortgage  for  a  debt  of  £500  upon  wild  land  of 
no  greater  value ;  in  some  parts  of  the  province,  and  for 
very  many  years,  the  rise  of  the  land  in  value  would  not 
keep  pace  with  the  interest  on  the  debt ;  the  debtor 
might  be  reckless  and  indifferent,  given  himself  no 
concern  about  the  debt  or  the  estate,  but  yet  declining 
to  concur  in  a  sale.  When  such  a  mortgage  as  we  have 
supposed  might  have  been  taken,  the  law  of  England 
was  in  force  here,  without  any  provision  made  for  equit- 
able relief  in  any  case  ;  by  law,  the  estate  would  be- 
come absolutely  the  mortgagee's  when  the  condition 
was  broken ;  and  the  only  foundation  for  the  idea  of  an 
equity  of  redemption  is,  that  in  England,  where  there 
do  exist  courts  of  equity,  they  have  assumed  power  to 
grant  the  indulgence  of  redeeming  after  the  day  when 
the  party  at  law  has  by  default  lost  his  estate.  No  such 
right  had  been  in  terms  created  here,  and  nothing  would 
seem'  more  hard  or  more  questionable,  on  grounds  of 
both  law  and  justice,  than  that  the  parties  must  be  held 
to  have  entered  intoihe  mortgage  transaction,  with  a 
view  to  an  imaginary  equity  of  redemption,  grounded 
upon  an  apprehension  merely  of  a  court  of  equity  being 
possibly  established  at  some  future  period ;  though  in 

5  I.  E.  &  A. 
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the  meantime  there  would  be  no  means  of  enforcing  the 
privilege,  on  the  one  side,  or  of  guarding  against  it  by 
foreclosure  on  the  other.  An  argument  something  more 
than  plausible  might  have  been  raised,  I  think,  before 
the  year  1834,  against  the  existence  of  any  such  interest 
as  an  equity  of  redemption.  Not  but  that  it  would  be  a 
very  imperfect  state  of  jurisprudence  (as  it  certainly 
was),  where  parties  must  be  left  to  the  strict  legal  effect 
of  their  contracts,  without  means  of  equitable  relief. 
Until  1 837,  however,  parties  were  so  left  in  this  country, 
and  may  have  found  inconvenience  from  it  in  many 
other  instances  as  well  as  in  the  case  of  mortgages, 
though  from  the  nature  of  things  they  can  now  have  no 
effectual  relief.  That  there  was  in  fact  no  court  of 
equity  before  1887,  in  Upper  Canada,  is  very  notorious. 
It  was  well  known  that  in  the  British  West  India  Islands 
and  some  other  ancient  British  possessions,  there  were 
courts  of  equity  exercising  their  authority  on  no  other 
foundation,  than  that  the  governor  was  by  common  law 
chancellor,  in  virtue  of  his  custody  of  the  great  seal  ; 
but  it  seems  to  have  been  generally  conceded,  that  since 
the  Bill  of  Eights,  1  Wm.  and  Mary,  the  Crown  cannot 
by  the  exercise  of  its  prerogative  merely,  erect  any 
urisdiction  with  power  to  judge,  otherwise  than  accord- 
ing to  the  course  of  the  common  law  ;  and  it  has  not 
of  late  years  been  attempted  to  do  so.  Even  in  this 
province  the  Governor  had,  as  to  some  purposes,  been 
considered  as  invested  with  the  authorityand  jurisdiction 
of  chancellor  in  consequence  of  his  custody  of  the  great 
seal,  but  never  in  regard  to  the  exercise  of  any  equitable 
jurisdiction.  There  was  no  court  of  equity  accessible 
for  any  purpose  till  1837 ;  and  during  all  that  time  the 
holder  of  a  common  mortgage  had  absolutely  no  means 
whatever  of  foreclosing ;  and  his  security  must  in  most 
cases  have  been  wholly  unproductive,  unless  he  were  at 
liberty  to  deal  with  the  estate  as  his  own,  either  by  sell- 
ing or  applying  it  to  purposes  requiring  such  an  outlay 
as  no  prudent  man  would  venture  upon  in  England 
until  after  foreclosure.   In  many  cases  no  doubt  some 
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-compromise  was  come  to  which  cleared  the  way  of 
difficulties ;  in  others  this  could  not  be  effected,  and  the 
creditor  had  recourse  to  the  expedient  of  selling  the 
land  on  an  execution  obtained  in  a  suit  for  the  mortgage 
money,  and  buying  it  in  himself,  supposing,  that  whether 
the  proceeding  would  give  him  an  absolute  title  or  not, 
it  would  at  least  place  him  on  better  terms  for  dealing 
with  his  debtor,  and  might  be  deemed  equivalent  to  a 
foreclosure  by  any  future  court  of  equity,  where  that 
effect  at  the  time  would  not  have  been  unreasonable. 
In  other  cases — and  those  I  apprehend  not  a  few — the 
mortgagee,  either  ignorant  of  any  such  thing  as  an 
equity  of  redemption,  (which  might  be  well  excused 
under  the  circumstances,)  or  assuming  that  none  would 
be  held  in  after  times  to  have  existed  in  this  case,  has 
ventured,  not  perhaps  till  after  great  forbearance  and 
repeated  opportunities  of  redemption  held  out  to  his 
debtor,  to  deal  with  the  estate  as  his  own,  and  either 
to  occupy  and  improve  it,  or  sell  it,  rendering  himself 
liable  by  covenants  to  others,  or  embarking  his  own 
means  in  extensive  improvements.  There  may  have 
been  an  idea  in  some  persons'  mind  at  that  day,  that 
if  ever  a  Court  of  Chancery  should  be  created  here,  it 
would  not  be  allowed  to  rake  into  cases  of  this  descrip- 
tion, but  would  be  confined  either  to  those  in  which  the 
estate  had  not  become  absolute  before  the  court  was 
created,  or  where  possession  had  not  been  changed,  or 
the  estate  not  transferred  by  the  mortgagee ;  or  at 
least  where  twenty  years,  or  some  other  limited  num- 
ber of  years,  had  not  elapsed. 

I  believe,  however,  that  if  any  such  principle  had  been 
adopted,  some  cases  would  have  been  discovered  in  which 
its  operation  (without  power  of  relaxation)  would  have 
been  manifestly  injurious  and  unfair.  The  legislature, 
at  any  rate,  seem  to  have  thought  so,  and  to  have  con- 
sidered that  the  best  way  of  guarding  against  it  would 
be,  by  expressly  committing  to  the  Court  of  Chancery 
a  full  discretion  to  deal  with  every  such  case  as  it  might 
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think  just  upon  a  view  of  all  the  circumBtances.  The 
objection  to  such  a  course  is,  that  it  seems  (at  least  in 
cases  of  a  doubtful  complexion)  to  leave  the  parties 
interested  in  a  state  of  uncertainty,  for  they  cau  qnly 
know  what  the  court  may  think  reasonable,  at  the  end 
of  an  expensive  litigation ;  but  there  is  the  same  in- 
convenience in  many  cases  where  specific  performance 
of  agreements  is  sought,  and  in  many  other  instances 
both  in  law  and  equity,  where  doubtful  rights  can  only 
be  settled  by  litigation. 

It  would  be  a  great  advantage,  na.doubt^  if  a  ceMain 
rule  could  be  established,  by  which  all  could  measure 
their  rights  without  necessity  for  resorting  to  law  or 
equity ;  but  that  is  not  attainable,  and  least  of  adl 
could  it  be  expected  to  be  attained  in  respect  to  con- 
tracts made  and  acted  upon  under  such  peculiar 
circumstances  as  I  have  stated  to  have  existed  here. 
There  is  no  unprecedented  violation  of  the  legal  con- 
stitutional principle  in  thus  extending,  with  suitable 
caution,  a  new  relief  in  regard  to  past  transactions, 
which  will  operate  upon  rights  already  acquired.  Our 
own  statute  book,  as  well  as  that  of  England,  is  full  of 
such  examples.  I  will  instance  what  has  been  done 
by  our  Naturalization  Act — and  both  here  and  in  the 
British  Parliament,  (a)  by  acts  readering  valid  mar- 
riages which  had  been  illegally  solemnised ;  thereby 
changing,  in  many  cases,  the  course  of  descent  after 
property  had  actually  vested.  But  in  both  these 
instances,  the  legislature  proceeded  with  what  they  con- 
sidered due  caution,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  case. 
There  would  be  no  difficultyin  supposing  circumstances 
in  which,  to  allow  redemption  of  an  estate  forfeited  be- 
fore theact  would  be  attended  with  such  ruinous  hardship 
that  no  one  could  think  it  reasonable  or  just.  In  Eng- 
land there  have  been  often  scruples  expressed  against 
the  right  to  redeem  having  been  carried  as  far  as  it  has 
been,  even  when  the  means  of  foreclosing  were  always 
accessible.   If  in  any  case  of  this  kind  arising  in  Upper 

(a)  Irish  Marriages  by  Presbyterian  ministers,  2  &  3  Vic.  ch.  3. 
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Canada,  the  injustice  would  be  greatly  increased  by 
the  fact  that  there  had  been  no  means  of  foreclosing,  I 
do  not  see  how  this  court  could  see  the  injustice,  and 
at  the  same  time  stand  excused  to  the  parties  for 
8u£fering  it  to  take  place  in  the  face  of  such  unlimited 
control  as  is  given  to  it  by  the  Chancery  Act,  and 
given  in  words  as  plain  as  they  are  comprehensive.  It 
^as  urged  before  us  that  the  legislature  meant  only, 
in  passing  this  11th  clause,  that  the  court  might  extend 
the  period  for  redeeming — not  that  they  could  con- 
tract it;  in  other  words,  that  the  control  over  the 
right  was  given  only  for  the  protection  of  the  mort- 
gagor, and  that  the  mortgagee  could  claim  nothing 
more  under  the  act  than  a  more  liberal  course  as  to 
compensation  than  the  practice  in  England  would 
warrant.  I  think  it  is  clear  that  we  cannot  uphold 
such  a  construction,  and  cannot  relieve  ourselves  from 
the  duty  of  exercising  our  best  judgment  upon  the 
reasonableness  of  allowing  redemption  at  all,  as  well 
as  upon  the  conditions  in  case  of  allowing  redemption. 
I  think  it  is  thrown  upon  us  to  say  whether,  upon  all  that 
is  before  us,  redemption  should  be  allowed  in  this  case. 

As  it  is  really  a  very  important  general  question, 
whether  the  11th  clause  gives  the  Vice-Chancellor  a 
discretion  to  refuse  redemption  in  the  cases  to  which 
it  applies,  or  only  a  discretion  as  to  the  terms  of 
redeeming,  I  will  endeavour,  after  all  I  have  said,  to 
place  my  conclusion  upon  it  in  a  shorter  and  more 
precise  form,  in  the  hope  of  making  it  clearer. 

The  legislature  in  1792  gave  us  the  law  of  England  as 
our  rule  of  decision.  By  that  law,  if  a  man  who  has 
mortgaged  his  property  for  a  debt  does  not  perform  the 
condition,  the  estate  of  the  other  party  becomes  abso- 
lute ;  and  he  has  this  protection  only  at  law  against  the 
consequences,  that  if  the  mortgagee,  in  order  to  gain 
possession,  has  to  bring  an  ejectment,  then  a  statute  (a) 

(a)  7  Geo.  IX.  ch.  20* 
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gives  him  the  privilege  of  paying  the  debt  and  costs  at 
any  time  during  the  pendency  of  the  action,  and  thus 
preserving  his  estate.  The  right  of  being  relieved 
against  these  legal  conseqaences  by  a  court  of  equity, 
in  a  country  where  no  such  court  exists,  merely  because 
such  a  relief  is  commonly  given  in  another  country, 
where  such  a  court  does  exist,  is,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
rather  a  questionable  equity.  Froixi  1792  (when  mort- 
gages began  to  be  made  here  under  the  English  law) 
till  1884,  no  trace  is  to  be  found  of  the  acknowledgment 
of  the  equity  of  redemption  in  the  statute  law  of  the 
province ;  and  no  means  had  been  provided  before,  or 
were  provided  then,  for  making  such  an  equity  available 
on  the  one  hand,  or  fencing  against  it  on  the  other. 
Under  such  circumstances,  it  might  well  be  doubted, 
and  I  believe  was  doubted  by  many,  whether  an  equity 
of  redemption  could  be  considered  as  existing  ;  and  it 
might  have  been  doubted  by  more  whether,  if  there 
should  be  a  court  of  equity  established  in  the  colony,  it 
would  have  authority  given  to  it  to  disturb  the  existing 
relation  between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  where  the 
estate  had  become  absolute,  and  the  mortgagor  had  lost 
or  given  up  possession  before  the  court  of  equity  was 
created. 

When  the  legislature  did  create  a  court  of  equity,  and 
gave  it  power  to  disturb  the  position  of  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee  under  such  circumstances,  they  took,  I  think, 
a  bold  step,  but  a  just  one,  and  one  more  wise  and 
beneficial  than  if  they  had  withheld  that  power.  If, 
however,  they  had  (compelled,  or  even  suffered,  all  such 
past  transactions  to  be  dealt  with  precisely  according  to 
the  English  rules  of  equity  in  regard  to  mortgages,  they 
would  have  done  wrong,  because  they  would  have  been 
making  no  allowance  for  a  very  important  consideration 
in  each  case — which  does  not  exist  in  England  in  regard 
to  any  case — namely,  that  neither  party,  during  all  the 
time  that  had  passed,  had  been  enabled  to  avail  himself 
of  remedies  which  in  England  are  constantly  accessible ; 
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and  under  such  circumstances  the  motives  and  conduct 
of  both  parties,  the  construction  these  should  receive 
and  the  force  that  should  be  given  to  them,  may  have 
a  very  material  effect  in  determining  what  it  would  be 
just  to  do  between  them. 

If  the  legislature  had  attempted  to  provide  for  all 
those  past  cases  by  certain  general  and  inflexible  rules, 
they  would  have  taken,  I  think,  scarcely  a  less  unfor- 
tunate course  than  if  they  had  declined  to  allow  such 
equities  to  be  noticed  at  all.  In  any  given  case,  the 
true  line  to  be  taken  would  generally  not  depend  upon 
any  single  circumstance,  but  on  a  combination  of  cir- 
cumstances. They  took,  then,  a  middle  course,  and,  as 
it  seems  to  me,  the  most  rational,  and  the  best  under 
the  difficulties  of  the  case,  when  they  enacted  the  11th 
clause.  It  is  contended,  that  by  that  clause  they  have 
done  no  more  than  give  a  wider  discretion  in  imposing 
terms,  but  that  a  mortgagor  must  of  necessity,  and 
notwithstanding  that  clause,  be  admitted  to  redeem, 
whenever,  under  the  same  circumstances,  he  would  have 
been  admitted  to  redeem  in  England.  This  construction 
overlooks  the  peculiarity  which  is  recited  as  the  very 
inducement  to  the  enactment,  and  which  makes  it  impos- 
sible for  us  to  say  that  any  case  can  have  arisen  in 
England  in  regard  to  the  right  either  to  foreclose  or 
redeem,  where  the  circumstances  were  similar ;  for  no 
English  Chancellor,  since  equities  of  redemption  were 
talked  of,  has  ever  had  to  decide  what  it  might  be  just 
to  do  in  a  case  of  mortgage  where  many  years  had 
elapsed  after  forfeiture,  without  a  court  of  equity  to 
apply  to. 

I  think  that  the  legislature,  if  they  took  a  reasonable 
viewof  what  they  were  about  to  do  under  novel  circum- 
stances, and  of  the  interests  of  parties,  ought  to  have 
intended  to  give  to  the  court  a  discretion  as  well  over 
the  right  to  redeem  at  all,  as  over  the  conditions  to  be 
imposed.     I  thing  they  did  so  intend,  and  that  the 
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language  which  they  have  used  in  the   11th   clause 
expresses  that  intention  directly  and  plainly. 

The  proviso  at  the  end  of  the  43rd  clause  of  our  statute 
4  Wm.  lY.,  ch.  1,  cannot  be  treated  as  an  enactment 
conflicting  with  the  11th  clause  of  the  Chancery  Act,  in 
the  extended  construction  which  I  would  give  to  the 
latter ;  for  it  merely  provides  that  the  lapse  of  twenty 
years  after  forfeiture  shall  not  be  of  itself  a  bar  to 
redemption,  so  long  as  there  has  been  no  court  in  which 
a  suit  could  have  been  brought.  It  does  not  say  that 
every  one  who  comes  within  twenty  years  must  be 
allowed  by  that  court  to  redeem.  It  is  merely  negative ; 
and  if  it  did  conflict  with  the  Chancery  Act  afterwards 
passed,  of  course  the  latter  must  prevail.  Its  only 
effect,  however,  is  to  keep  the  right  to  sue  open.  The 
respondents  in  this  case,  it  is  clear,  were  not  barred  by 
mere  lapse  of  time.  It  was  not  contended  that  they 
were.  Their  suit,  on  the  contrary,  has  been  entertained 
and  decided  upon  the  merits,  and  upon  the  construc- 
tion of  the  11th  clause  referred  to,  and  under  the 
clearly  correct  assumption,  that  the  discretionary  power 
given  b}^  that  clause,  is  to  be  exercised  in  all  cases 
where  the  estate  had  become  absolue  before  the  act 
passed;  and  not  merely  in  cases  where  the  party  might 
otherwise  be  barred  by  lapse  of  time. 

I  come,  then,  to  the  second  question,  and  this  calls 
for  a  judgment  upon  the  merits,  admitting  that  the 
Vice-Chancellor  had  the  discretionary  power  to  decree 
or  withhold  redemption  under  the  11th  clause.  I  am 
not  aware  that  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  is  to  be 
understood  as  having  come  to  a  conclusion  upon  that 
point,  being  inclined,  as  he  was,  to  think  that  the  statute 
gave  him  no  peculiar  discretionary  power  over  the  right 
to  redeem.  I  think  the  case  a  very  strong  one  against 
the  right  of  redemption,  and  one  in  which  the  legislature, 
if  they  had  such  facts  under  their  view  when  they  were 
passing  the  11th  clause,  would  have  desired  to  withhold 


SIMPSON  V.   SMYTH — 1846.  73 

it.  I  shall  state  the  leading  facts,  without  going  into 
aU  the  details  ;  for,  if  redemption  is  to  ho  refused  in 
any  case  where  it  is  not  barred  by  time,  it  ought  to  be 
upon  the  general  complexion  of  the  transaction,  and 
not  upon  a  critical  examination  of  minor  points. 

The  mortgage  was  made  by  Thomas  Smyth,  the  father 
and  devisor  of  these  respondents,  in  1810,  to  secure  a 
debt  of  £233  due  to  a  merchant  resident  in  Boston,  Mr. 
SewalL  The  property  mortgaged  was  400  acres  of  wild 
land,  not  of  good  quality  in  regard  to  soil,  but  situated 
upon  the  Rideau  Biver,  and  having  the  advantage  of  a 
water-fall,  which,  at  a  future  day,  when  the  country 
should  come  to  be  settled,  might  be  expected  to  be 
valuable,  though  of  less  value  from  the  circumstance 
that  there  were  many  other  mill  sites  in  the  neighbour- 
hood. At  the  time  it  was  mortgaged  there  were  no  set- 
tlements around  it,  or  near  it.  The  value  of  the  land, 
taking  the  whole  of  the  evidence  into  consideration,  I 
take  to  have  been  such  that  Mr.  Setcall  would  not 
willingly  have  accepted  it  instead  of  the  money.  And 
I  do  not  believe  that  people  living  in  the  district,  and 
having  better  opportunities  of  judging,  would  have 
thought  the  purchase  of  the  land  at  that  sum  a  good 
investment  of  the  money.  There  is,  to  be  sure,  against 
this  opinion  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Govell,  who  says  that 
be  passed  through  or  near  this  land  in  1798 ;  and  that 
he  was  so  struck  with  the  situation,  that  even  then, 
when  there  was  no  one  living  near  it,  he  thought  in  his 
own  mind  at  that  time  that  it  was  worth  Jb*10,000. 
The  whole  HiUnual  revenue  of  the  province,  I  should 
think,  did  not  amount  at  that  time  to  £10,000 ;  and  I 
have  no  doubt  it  is  true,  as  was  affirmed  on  the  argu- 
ment, that  the  whole  township  of  Elmsley,  containing 
more  than  60,000  acres,  of  which  these  400  acres  are 
part,  could  have  been  bought  then  for  much  less  money. 
The  whole  account  given  by  witnesses  on  both  sides,  of 
what  took  place  twenty  years  after  the  time  of  Mr.  Covell 
speaks  of,  when  the  land  was  offered  for  sale,  and  actu- 
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ally  sold,  and  when  the  country  must  have  contained 
more  than  five  times  as  many  inhabitants,  is  sufficient 
proof  that  this  witness'  notion  of  value  is  quite  vision- 
ary, if  what  can  be  got  for  a  property  is  to  be  taken 
for  the  test  of  its  worth.  The  evidence  of  what  adjoin- 
ing properties  have  been  sold  for  between  1810  and  the 
time  of  filing  this  bill,  is  also  convincing  upon  that 
point.  Mr.  Smyth,  it  appears,  was  quite  willing  to 
take  one-tenth  part  of  what  Mr.  Covell  says  was  its 
value  in  1798,  twenty-five  years  afterwards,  though  he 
had  in  the  meantime  put  up  a  saw  mill  upon  it ;  and 
it  was  because  he  could  not  get  that,  and  would  not 
take  less,  that  the  property  was  lost  to  him. 

The  mortgage  money  was  to  have  been  paid  on  the 
3rd  August,  1811.  It  was  not  paid  then;  nor  is  it 
shewn,  nor  I  think  pretended,  tbat  either  Mr.  Sinyth 
or  the  present  respondents,  or  any  one  on  their  behalf, 
ever  paid,  or  offered  to  pay,  any  part  of  the  principal 
or  interest,  from  that  time  to  the  filing  of  this  bill. 

In  1819,  eight  years  after  the  debt  should  have  been 
paid,  judgment  was  entered  at  the  suit  of  Sewally  against 
Smyth  the  mortgagor ;  I  suppose  for  the  amount  then 
due  on  the  mortgage,  as  no  other  debt  is  spoken  of.  If 
the  object  of  entering  that  judgment,  was  to  enforce  the 
payment  of  the  debt  by  compelling  in  any  way  a  sale  of 
the  lands,  (a  proceeding  which  both  parties  might  then 
have  thought  open  to  them)  the  judgment  was  not  acted 
upon  in  a  manner  that  shewed  any  keen  desire  on  Mr. 
SewalVs  part  to  get  hold  of  the  property,  or  that  pre- 
cluded Mr.  Smyth  from  using  at  his  leisure  whatever 
means  were  in  his  power  for  saving  it  from  sale,  (if  that 
were  thought  an  object,)  for  no  execution  against  the 
lands  was  taken  out  upon  it  for  about  five  years  after  it 
was  entered.  Mr.  Jones,  a  respectable  gentleman  Uving 
in  the  neighbourhood  of  Mr.  Smyth,  was  the  agent  of 
Mr.  Sewall,  to  whom  he  could  conveniently  make  any 
payments  and  propose  any  arrangements  that  he  might 
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desire.  In  order,  as  it  would  seem,  to  enable  Mr.  Jones 
to  deal  more  conclusively  and  conveniently  with  the 
security,  he  took  an  assignment  from  Mr.  Sewall,  of  the 
mortgage,  for  a  nominal  consideration.  Judging  from 
the  face  of  the  instrument,  and  from  the  communications 
spoken  of  in  the  evidence  as  having  afterwards  taken 
place  between  Mr.  Smyth  and  Mr.  Sewall,  I  imagine^ 
that  in  taking  the  assignment,  andin  whatever  was  done 
by  him  subsequently,  Mr.  Jones  merely  acted  on  behalf 
of  Mr.  Sewall,  who  still  in  fact  retained  the  security, 
and  the  entire  control  over  it.  By  our  law,  there  ipust 
be  the  delay  of  a  year  before  land  can  be  sold  under  a 
Ji.  fa.  Mr.  Smyth  had  that  time,  therefore,  at  least 
given  him  to  procure  the  money  after  his  creditor  had 
shewn  his  determination  to  enforce  payment.  It  was  as 
long  a  time  as  in  the  common  course  would  have  been 
allowed  for  foreclosure,  if  Sewall  had  had  a  court  of 
equity  to  resort  to;  and  it  is  clear  that  Smyth  had  full 
knowledge  of  the  intended  proceeding.  The  land  was 
brought  to  a  public  sale  in  August,  1825,  under  SewalVs 
writ,  and  was  then  sold  as  Smyth's,  or  rather,  all  his 
right  in  it  was  sold,  so  far  as  the  sheriff  could  sell  it. 
He  had  no  other  interest  in  fact  than  his  supposed 
equity  of  redemption.  Whether  Mr.  Sewall,  or  his 
agent,  Mr.  Jones  and  Mr.  Smyth,  thought  it  could  be 
thus  effectually  extinguished  by  the  mortgagee  pur- 
chasing it  at  a  public  sale,  we  cannot  tell ;  both  parties 
acted  at  the  time  as  if  they  thought  so.  The  result 
was,  that  Mr.  Jones  bid  it  off  at  £105.  The  sheriff's 
deed  makes  no  mention  of  the  precise  interest,  nor  of' 
the  incumbrance,  but  is  the  usual  form  of  sheriff's 
deeds  upon  such  sales. 

If  we  can  suppose  a  stranger  coming  to  the  sale  and 
bidding  off  the  land,  without  any  explanation  or  know- 
ledge of  the  facts,  and  being  merely  content  to  buy 
Smyth's  interest,  whatever  it  might  be,  then  if  the  sale 
under  a  Ji.  fa.  of  an  equity  of  redemption,  could  bind 
such  an  interest,  the  effect  would  have  been,  that  he 
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would  have  had  the  laud  with  the  incumbrance  upon  it; 
Sewallf  nevertheless,  would  not  have  been  restrained 
from  pursuing  his  remedy  against  any  other  property 
of  Smyth's  for  his  debt.  And  if  it  had  been  afterwards 
thus  paid,  or  paid  voluntarily  by  Smyth,  then  the  pur- 
chaser would  have  held  the  land  discharged  from  the 
incumbrance  so  far  as  Sewall  was  concerned,  but  would 
be  liable  in  equity,  if  not  at  law,  to  make  good  the  sum 
to  the  person  who  paid  it.  On  that  point  I  refer  to 
Crafts  V.  TritPm.  (a)  But  here  Mr.  SeicalVs  agent  was 
the  buyer;  he  knew  the  particulars  of  the  incumbrance; 
and  if,  on  SewalCs  account,  he  bid  £105  above  that 
incumbrance,  as  the  value  of  Smyth's  interest,  then  the 
debt  would  be  paid,  because  it  formed  part  of  his  bid. 
If  Mr.  Jones  had  bought  on  his  own  account,  he  must, 
I  should  think,  be  necessarily  regarded  as  bidding  £105 
in  addition  to  the  debt  and  interest ;  and  the  sheriff 
should  have  seen  that  there  was  no  misunderstanding 
on  that  point,  but  that  the  debt  was  paid  (as  being  part 
of  the  price)  before  he  closed  the  transaction  by  making 
a  deed.  How  it  was  arranged,  and  what  was  in  fact 
done,  no  where  appears.  Mr.  Smyth  is  not  shewn  to 
have  been  in  any  way  afterwards  molested  on  account 
of  the  debt ;  and  it  is  not  pretended  that  he  paid  any 
part  of  it,  at  any  time,  in  any  other  manner. 

Some  years  before  this  sale,  it  seems,  he  had  put  up 
a  small  saw-mill  on  the  lot,  but  made  no  improvement 
otherwise,  unless  the  clearing  one-eighth  of  an  acre  of 
the  land  can  be  called  such.  What  beneficial  use  was 
made  by  him,  or  any  one,  of  this  saw-mill,  is  not  stated 
in  such  a  manner  as  can  give  any  idea  of  its  value.  It 
seems  to  have  been  but  little  thought  of,  for  it  was 
suflfered  to  fall  into  decay;  and  just  before  the  sheriflf's 
sale,  Smyth^  as  if  abandoning  all  idea  of  retaining  the 
property,  sent  his  sons  to  take  out  the  saw-mill  irons, 
which  was  done  by  carelessly  cutting  them  out  from  the 
wood-work,  as  might  have  been  done  by  any  one  who 

(a)  8  Taunton,  365. 


SIMPSON  V.  SMYTH — 1846.  77 

felt  that  he  had  no  longer  any  interest  in  the  mill,  or 
that  it  was  useless.  Whatever  may  have  been  im- 
agined by  Smyth  to  have  been  the  legal  consequence 
of  the  public  sale  of  his  interest,  he  does  not  seem  to 
have  been  surprised  by  it,  or  to  have  complained  of  it. 
On  the  contrary,  he  went  out  of  possession,  as  if  that 
should  follow  of  course ;  and  then  considered  what  he 
could  do  for  still  getting  back  the  property  during  the 
period  which  it  is  admitted  Mr.  Jones  still  allowed 
him,  and  kindly  allowed  him,  as  he  acknowledged,  if 
he  could,  through  his  relations  or  friends,  make  any 
arrangement  for  that  purpose. 

If  being  in  a  condition  to  redeem,  or  resolving  to 
stand  on  any  right  of  that  kind,  he  had  thought  it 
necessary  to  contend  for  more  than  Mr.  Sewall  was 
willing  to  allow  him,  in  the  shape  of  indulgence,  it  was 
open  to  him  to  have  retained  the  possession,  notwith- 
standing the  sale.  Then  the  purchaser  would  have  been 
driven  to  his  ejectment,  and  at  any  time  while  that  was 
pending,  and  up  to  judgment,  Smyth  would  have  had 
the  privilege,  under  the  statute  7  Geo.  II.,  ch.  20,  which 
was  well  known  and  often  acted  upon  here,  of  staying 
the  proceedings,  and  procuring  a  re-conveyance,  on 
pt^yment  of  the  debt  and  costs.  Instead  of  this,  bow- 
ever,  he  communicated  amicably  with  Mr.  SewaUy  and 
found  both  him  and  Mr.  Jones  willing  to  act  conside- 
rately, and  to  give  him  every  chance  of  retaining  or 
regaining  the  land,  if  he  could'  do  it,  and  thought  it 
worth  his  while.  What  efforts  he  did  make,  we  see 
ended  in  nothing.  He  could  find  no  one  who  cared 
sufficiently  about  purchasing  it,  to  take  the  trouble  of 
perfecting  an  arrangement  for  that  purpose,  upon  the 
easy  terms  of  giving  him  any  sum,  from  £25  to  jBIOO, 
beyond  the  debt  and  interest,  which  he  was  willing  to 
take,  payable  at  any  time  and  in  any  manner.  The 
reasons  given  for  the  failure  are  absurd,  if  we  can  sup- 
pose that  the  property  was  considered  by  any  one  to 
be  a  great  bargain  on  such  terms.     One  had  lent  his 
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money,  and  did  not  like  to  ask  for  it  back,  thinking 
perhaps  that  it  was  better  out  at  interest  than  applied 
to  this  purchase ;  another  seemed  at  one  time  half 
willing,  and  then  retracted  ;  and  some  of  these  parties 
were  connexions  of  Mr.  Smyth,  having  every  motive 
and  wish  to  serve  him,  as  we  may  suppose,  if  they 
thought  the  matter  of  mucb  consequence.  What  must 
we  conclude  would  have  been  the  situation  of  these 
parties,  at  this  point  of  time,  if  there  had  been  a  court 
of  equity  in  the  province,  affording  ready  means  of 
foreclosure  ? 

Though  the  sale  on  the  execution  is  now  held,  and 
perhaps  by  lawyers  was  then  known,  to  be  an  useless 
proceeding,  it  had  at  least  the  effect  of  shewing  Mr. 
Symth  that  his  creditor  was  determined  to  have  the 
money  by  sale  of  the  land ;  it  was  at  least  a  manifes- 
tation of  his  desire  to  close  the  transaction,  and  a  call 
upon  Mr.  Smyth,  after  many  years  of  indulgence,  to 
act  effectually;  and  Mr.  Smyth  submitted  to  its  sup- 
posed consequences  by  yielding  up  the  possession. 

About  this  time  a  new  aspect  of  things  began  to 
open.  The  British  Government,  in  1826  or  1827,  were 
known  to  have  resolved  upon  making  the  Eideau  Canal, 
which  now  unites  Lake  Ontario  with  the  Eiver  Ottawa, 
passing  through  the  district  in  which  these  400  acres 
lie,  and  along  the  waters  which  run  through  the  whole 
township  of  Elmsley.  It  was  a  magnificent  undertaking 
and  its  construction  occasioned  an  expenditure  of  more 
than  a  million  of  money.  Though  it  could  not  be  known 
how  it  would  affect  particular  properties,  situated 
along  the  waters,  till  the  precise  line  was  determined, 
the  prospect  of  such  a  work  of  course  excited  attention 
and  enquiry  respecting  property  in  the  vicinity,  and 
made  it  more  saleable.  Mr.  Jones,  who  then  held  the 
.conveyance  from  the  sheriff,  besides  the  transfer  of  Mr. 
SewalVs  mortgage,-  had  an  offer  made  to  him.  It  is 
clear  on  the  evidence  that  he  had  no  desire  either  for 
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Sewall  or  himself  to  be  the  gainer  by  the  change  of 
circamstances,  which  did  not  yet  seem  indeed  to  have 
operated  very  decidedly  on  the  value  of  the  land,  for 
the  oflfer  was  only  £600,  which  would  but  little  more 
than  cover  the  debt  and  interest,  to  say  nothing  of  the 
£105  bid  on  account  of  SmytVs  supposed  interest. 
Before  Mr.  Jcmes  would  accept  it,  he  referred  to  Mr. 
Smyth ;  indeed,  the  proposed  purchaser  was  a  friend 
and  neighbour,  and  would  have  had  nothing,  as  he 
declared,  to  do  with  the  land,  if  Smyth,  even  at  that 
time,  could  redeem  it.  Nothing  eflFectual  was  done  by 
Smyth,  and  the  sale  by  Mr.  Jones  to  Hicock  and  James 
Simpson  was  concluded  in  July,  1827,  for  £600. 

Soon  after,  great  public  works  were  in  progress  at 
this  section  of  the  proposed  canal.  James  Simpson  was 
a  contractor ;  and  being  an  active,  zealous  man,  with 
capital  at  command,  he  opened  roads  from  this  point 
into  the  interior,  which  made  this  a  central  position  : 
the  public  expenditure  assisted  the  formation  of  a  vil- 
lage ;  there  were  some  appearances  that  it  would  grow 
rapidly,  and  others  were  induced  to  embark  money  in 
purchasing  portions  of  the  property,  till,  after  several 
transfers,  it  came,  in  1882,  into  the  hands  of  the 
appellants  William  Simpson  and  Ward,  for  a  price  paid 
by  them  of  £5,000.  Then  they  separated  their  interest, 
and  both  have  been  since  selling  village  lots,  and 
applying  themselves  in  various  ways  to  promote  their 
own  interests  there,  and  the  advancement  of  the  village 
for  their  own  sakes.  Smyth  lived  till  the  close  of  1831 ; 
his  sons,  the  respondents,  were,  before  that,  grown 
up  men,  living  in  that  country,  and  acting  for  and 
representing  their  father.  The  Court  of  Chancery  was 
established  in  1837.  This  bill  was  filed  in  November, 
1840.  In  the  meantime,  the  evidence  shews  that  a 
village  had  grown  up  on  these  400  acres.  Churches 
have  been  built  there ;  houses,  shops,  mills  and  manu- 
factories, of  various  kinds ;  and  complicated  interests, 
as  we  must  suppose,  have  sprung  up.    Looking,  on  the 
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one  side,  at  whatever  Mr.  Smyth  or  these  respondents 
have  done  to  keep  their  supposed  interest  alive,  and, 
on  the  other,  at  what  has  been  done  by  them  by  which 
it  is  stated  to  have  been  compromised,  I  do  not  think 
that  this  is  a  case  in  which  a  concern  of  such  magnitude 
should  be  unsettled  by  allowing  redemption. 

It  is  true,  there  is  no  absolute  bar  by  lapse  of  time ; 
for,  under  the  facts  of  such  a  case,  in  England,  time 
would  have  begun  to  run  only  when  Smyth  went  out  of 
possession,  in  1825,  I  believe — fifteen  or  sixteen  years 
before  the  bill  was  filed.  It  is  true,  too,  that  the  deeds 
by  which  this  property  has  been  transferred  from  one  to 
another,  till  it  came  to  Simpson,  do  not  on  the  face  of 
them  profess  to  convey  an  unqualified  interest ;  and  it 
is  argued  that  that  shews  their  knowledge  of  the 
mortgage.  That  they  knew  of  it,  there  is  no  doubt, 
and  of  what  had  taken  place  after  it.  So  far  as  that 
is  material,  there  is  no  doubt  about  it.  They  probably 
knew  all,  or  most  of  what  we  now  know ;  but  I  should 
lay  little  stress  on  the  form  of  these  deeds — they  all 
follow  the  form  of  that  which  the  sheriff  had  given  to 
Mr.  Jones.  Each  would  naturally  convey  the  estate  in 
no  more  absolute  form  than  he  received  it ;  and  the 
form  of  the  sheriff 's  deed  was  not  peculiar — it  was  such 
as  is  usually  given  upon  all  sales  of  land  in  execution. 
The  sheriff  only  pretends  to  assign  whatever  interest  the 
debtor  may  have.  His  deed  was  probably  looked  to  here 
as  the  foundation  of  the  title  ;  and  it  was  natural  the 
subsequent  deeds  should  conform  to  it.  It  was  incum- 
bent on  each  successive  purchaser  to  consider,  and 
enquire,  and  judge  for  himself.  If  they  concluded — as 
I  suppose  they  did  when  they  were  paying  such  large 
sums — that  they  might  rely  on  Smyth  not  being  allowed 
to  disturb  them  by  any  court  of  equity,  which  might  pos- 
sibly be  established  after  all  that  had  occurred,  I  think 
they  judged  reasonably.  And  if  they  should  be  disturbed 
now,  and  there  should  be  injustice  in  allowing  it  at  this 
late  day  and  under  the  particular  circumstances  before 
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US,  then  I  think,  looking  at  the  provision  ^rhich  the 
legislature  has  made  in  the  11th  clause  of  the  Chancery 
Act,  we  should  be  responsible  for  that  injustice. 

The  decree  does  not  contemplate  saving  W.  Simpson 
and  Ward  from  the  loss  of  their  purchase  money  ;  and 
it  could  not  save  them  from  other  losses,  of  which  no 
account  could  be  taken.  They  must  be  supposed  to 
have  disposed  of  what  they  have  sold,  and  to  have  done 
what  they  have  done,  in  a  great  measure  with  a  view  to 
improve  the  value  of  the  remainder  of  the  land,  which 
this  decree  would  take  from  them.  I  do  not  see  how 
any  decree  could  be  framed  that  would  place  them  in  a 
just  position,  unless  it  can  be  held  that  they  deserve  to 
bear  the  losses  I  have  stated,  which,  under  the  circum- 
stances, I  do  not  think  they  do.  The  decree,  in  other 
parts,  is  admitted  to  be  such  as  cannot  be  supported  and 
carried  into  effect ;  and  I  think  it  manifestly  could  not, 
in  several  points.  It  has  been  urged  that  we  could 
model  it  if  we  pleased,  under  the  extensive  powers  of 
the  statute ;  that  we  could  give  compensation  so  full 
and  particular  as  to  embrace  every  thing,  though  it  is 
admitted  that  that  might  leave  hardly  a  surplus  of 
interest  worthy  of  redeeming,  or  at  least  might  make 
redemption  impracticable.  This  would  be  acting  some- 
what on  the  same  principle  that  the  importation  of 
certain  goods  Is  often  prevented,  by  laying  on  duties 
that  amount  to  a  prohibition :  but  I  think  it  would  be  a 
much  more  proper  and  respectable  course  to  give  the 
protection  directly  and  effectually,  by  not  allowing  the 
position  of  the  parties  to  be  changed,  where  such  injury 
and  inconvenience  must  follow. 

I  do  not  consider  that  what  James  Simpson  may 
have  done  in  making  roads,  or  anything  of  that  kind, 
is  connected  with  the  case ;  for  that  was  done  by  him  as 
a  contractor,  for  facilitating  his  work  on  the  canal  in 
getting  supplies,  &c.,  and  it  was  before  he  bad  an 
interest  in  this  property.     Neither  do  I  think  that  the 

6  I  A.  &  E. 
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making  xhe  canal,  so  far  as  that  has  enhanced  the 
value  of  the  land,  is  an  improvement  in  value,  by 
any  thing  that  the  mortgagee,  under  ordinary  circum- 
stanced, could  claim  credit  for.  The  mere  water  power 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  rendered  better  by  the 
canal,  but  rather  otherwise. 

On  the  whole,  I  think,  when  there  has  been  so  much 
liberal  indulgence  on  the  one  side,  and  so  much  indif- 
ference and  want  of  exertion  on  the  other — no  direct 
offer  to  redeem  till  the  bill  filed — all  the  effort  made  to 
foreclose  that  was  in  the  power  of  the  other  party — an 
apparent  submission  to  the  effect  of  that  effort,  by 
giving  up  possession — new  and  great  interests  sprang 
up  under  the  view  of  these  respondents  and  their 
ancestor,  without  remonstrance  or  attempt  to  check  it — 
that  we  ought  not  now  to  let  these  respondents  in  to 
redeem,  becauge  they  represent  an  interest  which  their 
devisor,  while  he  held  it,  wets  willing  to  part  with  for 
£20  or  £80,  and  could  get  no  one  to  give  him  that 
for  it. 

I  do  not  ascribe  a  decisive  effect  to  the  sale  under 
execution  alone ;  if  that  was  all  that  could  be  shewn,  it 
should  depend  on  other  circumstances  whether  it  should 
have  any  weight  or  none.  Nor  do  I  consider  the  great 
rise  of  value,under  the  facts  proved,  to  be  an  advantage 
of  which  the  mortgagee  is  entitled,  as  of  course,  to 
reap  the  benefit.  I  look  at  all  the  circumstances, 
the  claim  to  redeem,  the  difficulty  of  redeeming,  the 
conduct  of  the  parties,  the  rights  and  interests  and 
convenience  of  others,  perhaps,  even  in  some  sense, 
the  public  convenience,  the  hopes  that  opening  the 
title  under  such  circumstances  might  give  to  others,  who 
now  more  justly  allow  matters  to  repose  as  they  are,  I 
would  not  attempt  to  lay  down  any  inflexible  principles 
for  acting  on  the  discretionary  power  given  by  the  act. 
It  would  be  particularly  unwise  to  do  so.  Each  case 
must  be  looked  at  with  all  its  attendant  circumstances ; 
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no  one  of  which,  if  it  stood  alone,  might  be  a  reason- 
able ground  for  withholding  redemption,  though  all, 
together,  may  afford  reasons  irresistible.  The  exercise 
of  a  lar^e  discretionary  authority  of  this  kind  is  the 
most  irksome  department  of  judicial  duty.  No  court 
could  desire  to  be  intrusted  with  it ;  but  I  think  the 
legislature  would  have  acted  inconsiderately  if  they 
bad  not,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances,  committed 
it  to  some  quarter ;  and  I  do  not  know  where  it  could 
have  been  more  properly  vested  than  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  with  the  power  of  appealing  to  the  judicial 
committee  of  the  Privy  Council. 

When  I  said  that  I  think  we  should  be  careful  not 
to  attempt  to  limit  the  exercise  of  the  discretionary 
power  given  by  the  11th  clause  by  any  inflexible  rules, 
I  had  it  nevertheless  in  my  mind,  that  there  is  one 
principle  which  it  would  seem  reasonable  to  lay  down 
as  a  general  rule,  to  be  observed  in  acting  upon  that 
clause,  namely,  that  one  of  the  two  parties  to  a  mort- 
gage should  not  be  suffered  to  gain  a  positive  advantage 
to  himself  greatly  at  the  expense  of  the  other,  merely 
from  the  absence  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction ;  which 
advantage  it  may  appear  clearly  he  would  not  have  had 
if  there  had  been  such  a  jurisdiction  establishe4.  Now 
here,  on  the  side  of  the  mortgagee,  it  seems  evident 
that,  if  there  had  been  a  court  of  equity  open  from 
1811  to  1827,  he  or  his  assignee  never  would  have 
allowed  Mr.  Smyth  to  keep  his  equity  of  redemption 
open.  They  gave,  by  their  conduct,  every  evidence 
that  they  would  not ;  they  did  as  much  as  they  could 
towards  foreclosing ;  and  after  what  was  in  fact  done,  it 
would  be  unreasonable  to  suppose  that,  if  Mr.  Jones  or 
Hicoek,  or  Simpson  and  Ward,  had  had  the  opportunity 
of  going*  to  a  court  of  equity  for  that  purpose,  they 
would  have  acted  as  they  did,  without  foreclosing;  they 
would  surely  not  have  left  it  in  Mr.  Smyth's  power  to 
£de  in  effect  a  bill  to  redeem  against  a  whole  village, 
subjecting  themselves  to  ruinous  losses  and  to  disap- 
pointments that  might  be  irreparable. 
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On  the  other  hand,  what  is  there  in  the  evidence  to 
shew  that,  if  there  had  been  a  court  of  equity  open  in 
this  province  from  1811  to  this  moment,  the  oppor- 
tunities of  Mr.  Smyth  to  preserve  his  estate  would  have 
been  better  than  they  were  under  the  circumstances 
that  existed  ?  It  is  clear  that,  for  nearly  sixteen  years 
after  default  in  paying  the  debt,  redemption  would 
have  been  gladly  allowed  at  any  time  by  the  voluntary 
act  of  the  mortgagee,  and  without  the  aid  of  any  court ; 
and  though  soon  after  that  time  the  circumstances  of 
the  property  came  to  be  very  materially  changed,  yet 
neither  Mr.  Smyth,  nor  the  respondents  after  his  death, 
ever  put  it  to  the  proof  whether  they  could  have 
obtained  without  a  court  of  equity,  whatever  such  a 
court  could  have  given  them.  They  never  went  for- 
ward and  offered  to  pay  their  debt,  and  have  not 
shewn  that  they  were  ever  able  to  do  so;  and  when 
they  saw  these  defendants  and  their  vendees  expending 
their  labour  and  money,  and  wearing  out  their  lives 
and  means  in  using  the  property  as  their  own,  they 
never  took  the  decided  step  of  checking  them  in  the 
course  they  were  pursuing,  by  declaring  a  determina- 
tion to  apply  for  redemption,  till  in  November,  1840, 
they  filed  their  bill,  thirty  years  after  the  land  had 
been  mortgaged,  and,  as  I  think,  for  its  value. 

These  being  the  facts,  my  opinion  is,  that  the  decree 
for  redemption  should  be  reversed,  and  the  bill  dis- 
missed. 

Macaulay,  Hon.  J.  B.,  Ex.  C. — It  is  my  misfortune 
to  differ  from  the  learned  Chief  Justice  on  one  point ; 
and  whenever  I  am  so  unfortunate,  I  differ  with  great 
regret,  humility,  and  distrust  of  my  own  judgment.  My 
excuse  is,  that  while  I  sit  here  it  is  my  duty  to  form  an 
opinion ;  and  that,  whatever  that  opinion  may  be,  the 
parties  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it,  and  that  it  is 
incumbent  on  me  to  give  them  that  benefit. 

As  relates  to  the  appellants — adverse  to  whom  my 
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opinion  on  that  point  is  formed — I  feel  and  confess  the 
whole  responsibility  of  such  an  opinion  to  be  my  own ; 
for,  if  learning,  ability,  research  and  able  argument, 
could  have  guided  my  mind  to  a  different  conclusion, 
they  have  had  the  full  benefit  thereof. 

The  first  point  is  the  effect  of  the  sale  by  the  sheriff 
of  Johnstown,  upon  the  equity  of  redemption.  The  or- 
dinary style  of  writs  of  fieri  facias  against  lands,  com- 
mands the  sheriff  to  levy  the  amount  '*  of  the  lands  and 
tenements"  of  the  debtor ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  language  of  the  one  referred  to  in  this  case  was 
otherwise  worded.  It  was  admitted  in  the  argument, 
that  the  terms  of  the  5th  Geo.  II.,  ch.  7,  namely,  houses, 
lands,  and  other  hereditaments  and  real  ''estate,"  were 
comprehensive  enough  to  embrace  equitable  interests  ; 
and  that  the  word  "ianda"  may  include  an  equity  of  re- 
demption. Assuming  this  to  be  so,  the  writ  authorised 
in  effect  the  sale  of  such  an  interest,  if  it  could  be  dis- 
posed of  under  such  an  execution  by  a  court  of  law.  The 
sheriff's  deed  does  not  restrict  the  sale  to  the  equity  of 
redemption ;  it  makes  no  allusion  to  any  mortgage  or 
incumbrance ;  it  recites  the  seizure  of  the  two  lots  of 
land  in  question,  and  then  conveys  all  the  right,  title, 
interest,  property,  claim  and  demand  of  the  debtor 
{Thomas  Smyth)  therein.  The  deed  is,  therefore,  also, 
comprehensive  enough  to  include  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, if  saleable.  Whether  it  formed  the  express  subject 
of  sale,  or  whether  Mr.  Charles  Jones  bid  £105  as  for  the 
whole  premises,  or  merely  for  the  equity  of  redemption ; 
and  whether  the  sum  of  £105  was  ever  paid  by  him  to 
the  sheriff  or  to  Smyth^  as  a  surplus  above  the  mortgage 
debt ;  or  whether  it  was  retained  by  him,  and  applied 
in  reduction  only  of  the  mortgage,  leaving  the  balance 
still  due  by  Smyth  does  not  appear.  The  sheriff's  deed 
acknowledges  the  payment,  as  for  all  Smyth's  interest, 
and  no  more  is  said  on  the  subject.  As  to  the  real  fact, 
there  is  no  proof  that  the  £105,  or  any  part  of  it,  was 
paid,  or  treated  otherwise  than  as  a  credit  of  so  much 
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in  Smyth's  favour,  upon  the  judgment  or  mortgage  debt. 
The  object  of  the  sale  no  doubt  was,  to  take  from  Smyth 
all  remaining  interest,  and  to  transfer  it  to  the  pur- 
chaser ;  and  could  it  have  such  effect,  the  equitable  in- 
terest uniting  with  the  legal  estate  already  in  Mr. 
Jones,  the  estate  would  have  become  absolute  in  him. 

The  effect  of  this  sheriff's  sale  is  a  question  that  pro- 
perly arises  in  a  court  of  equity ;  there  being  no  legal 
estate  to  sell,  if  anything  passed  it  must  have  been  an 
equitable  interest ;  for  I  do  not  think  that,  by  any  con- 
struction, the  legal  estate  can  be  held  to  be  embraced 
by  reason  of  an  implied  assent  of  th&  mortgagee,  that 
the  whole  estate,  legal  and  equitable  should  be  sold.  The 
sheriff  could  not  shift  the  legal  estate  ;  that  could  only 
be  done  by  the  mortgagee  himself,  or  his  assignee. 

Many  arguments  were  urged  for  and  against  the  effi- 
ciency of  the  sheriff's  sale  to  pass  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion ;  and  doubtless  such  an  effect  has  been  allowed  to 
writs  of  fi.  fa.  in  other  countries,  where  the  statute  5 
Geo.  II.,  ch.  7,  was  in  operation.  But  the  cases  cited 
seemed  to  have  determined  against  it.  In  Burdon  v. 
Kennedy,  (a)  the  Lord  Chancellor  says,  "In  the  present 
case  there  is  only  an  equity  of  redemption  in  the  debtor 
in  the  leasehold  estate;  and  an  execution  lodged  mil  not 
affect  this,  as  the  legal  estate  is  in  the  mortgagee."  (b) 

I  cannot  satisfactorily  distinguish  between  those 
cases  applied  to  equities  of  redemption  in  leasehold  es- 
tates, and  the  present.  They  apply  in  principle.  One 
reason  why  an  execution  at  law  cannot  attach  upon  such 
an  interest  is,  that  it  constitutes  equitable  assets.  If 
liable  to  be  disposed  of  under  a^./a.  during  the  Ufetime 
of  the  mortgagor,  it  would  be  assets  after  his  death, 
and  as  such  be  disposable  in  like  manner.  But  being 
equitable    assets,  it  is    only  properly    administered 

(fl)  3  Atk.  739. 

(6)  Lyster  v.  DoUand,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  478  ;  Scott  v,  Scholey,  8  East, 
496 ;  Metcalfe  v.  Scholey,  2  N.  B.  461 ;  Doe  Webster  v.  Fitzgerald. 
Q.  B.  U.  C. 
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in  a  court  of  equity,  and  distributable  as  equitable  assets 
upon  a  different  principle  than  that  which  applies  to 
legal  assets.  Furthermore,  upon  a  plea  of  plene  admin- 
istravit  and  issue,  the  executor  or  administrator  is 
entitled  to  a  verdict,  upon  proof  of  the  due  administra- 
tion of  the  legal  assets ;  and  it  would  be  no  answer  that 
there  were  equit&ble  assets ;  for,  as  to  them,  the  creditor 
might  not  be  entitled  to  the  same  priority.  I  consider 
the  sheriff's  sale,  therefore,  inoperative ;  and,  if  so, 
nothing  passed ;  and  it  being  void,  the  equity  of 
redemption  remained  where  it  was  before.  If  the  sale 
had  no  effect  upon  such  equity,  no  equitable  right  could 
accrue  to  the  purchaser  under  it.  It  remains,  therefore, 
only  as  a  circumstance  in  the  case  which  influenced  the 
acts  and  conduct  of  the  parties,  under  a  mistaken 
supposition  that  it  had,  or  might  be  afterwards  decided 
to  have  had,  an  effect  on  the  estate,  which,  it  now  turns 
out»  it  had  not.  It  is,  therefore,  as  respects  any 
equitable  considerations,  merely  a  circumstance  influ- 
encing both  parties — the  mortgagor  and  the  assignee 
of  the  mortgage — under  a  misapprehension  of  its  real 
effects  upon  their  respective  rights. 

As  regards  the  demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  I  con- 
cur fully  in  what  has  fallen  from  his  Lordship  the 
Chief  Justice. 

It  is  next  to  be  considered,  whether  by  law  the 
respondents  are  estopped  from  redeeming,  owing  to 
lapse  of  time,  acquiescence  or  otherwise,  apart  from 
the  7th  Will.  IV.,  ch.  2,  sec.  11 ;  and  if  not,  then, 
whether  that  clause  vests  in  the  court  a  wider  discre- 
tion, under  which  they  may  be  precluded. 

The  11th  section  of  the  Chancery  Act  is  to  be  con- 
stmed  in  the  abstract,  ^nd  the. powers  it  confers  deter- 
mined, without  regard  to  any  particular  case ;  and  I 
shall  first  consider  it.  The  argument  of  inconvenience 
was  strongly  urged  in  favour  of  a  strict  construction,  in 
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extension  of  its  provisions,  against  as  well  as  in  favour 
of  relief;  but,  admitting  the  force  of  such  arguments, 
it  is  to  be  remembered  we  are  to  expound,  not  make,  a 
law ;  and  that,  whatever  discretion  is  vested  in  us  by 
law,  is  a  judicial  discretion,  to  be  interpreted  and  exer- 
cised according  to  established  rules  and  principles  of 
construction,  and  in  subservience  to  the  rights  and 
interests  of  the  litigant  parties  for  whom  a  right,  legal 
or  equitable,  is  prima  facie  established — the  onus  of 
subverting  it  is  upon  the  opposite  side,  and  the  power 
to  overturn  it  is  to  be  cautiously  exercised. 

An  equity  of  redemption  is  in  equity  regarded  as  the 
estate  itself,  and  the  mortgage  thereof  a  pledge  only ; 
and  the  law  of  England  in  relation  to  mortgages  is,  in 
connexion  with  our  statute  law  on  the  same  subject,  to 
be  borne  in  mind,  and,  when  referred  to,  both  will  be 
found  to  display  a  solicitude  (I  might  almost  say 
unreasonable)  in  favour  of  mortgagors.  I  am  myself 
friendly  to  the  statutes  of  repose ;  as  a  legislator,  I 
would,  if  any  thing,  have  made  them  more  stringent 
than  they  are  in  favour  of  quieting  possessions ;  and^ 
among  other  things,  I  would,  in  passing  the  Chancery 
Act,  have  had  no  scruples  in  giving  effect  to  all  sheriff's 
sales  under  circumstances  like  the  present — subject  to 
exception  in  peculiar  cases,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court — making  the  want  of  effect  in  such  sales  the 
exception,  instead  of  leaving  it  universal,  as  it  now  is ; 
and  I  so  intimated,  I  think,  in  my  answers  to  a  series  of 
questions  put  to  me  by  a  committee  of  the  Legislative 
Council,  when  the  Chancery  Act  was  under  considera- 
tion. 

The  value  of  real  estate  in  Upper  Canada  in  by-gone 
years,  compared  with  its  value  in  more  recent  periods, 
and  a  knowledge  of  the  large  extent  to  which  it  has  been 
made  an  article  of  commerce,  as  it  were,  and  the  loose 
and  careless  way  in  which  in  times  past  sales  have  been 
completed,  and  imperfect  titles  ignorantly  accepted, 
and  other  considerations,  press  strongly  in  favour  of 
liberal  legislative  provisions  to  confirm  titles  taken  bona 
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Jide  for  value,  and  supposed  to  be  valid.  It  is,  how- 
ever, the  province  of  the  legislature,  and  not  of  the 
courts  of  justice,  whose  rules  of  decision  are  pre- 
scribed. 

In  endeavouring  to  interpret  the  11th  section  of  7 
Will.  IV.,  ch.  2, 1  have  tried  to  analyse  it,  by  separat- 
ing that  which  relates  to  mortgagors  from  what  relates 
to  mortgagees.  This  I  think  a  correct  course,  and  well 
calculated  to  present  a  clear  view  of  the  several  por- 
tions applicable  to  each  respectively.  Had  the  pro- 
visions of  this  clause  been  divided  by  the  legislature 
into  two  distinct  sections,  they  would  be  construed 
together ;  and  I  do  not  perceive  that  they  would  have 
less  force,  so  separated,  in  relation  to  each  other,  than 
they  have,  blended  as  they  are  in  one  clause,  I  would 
refer  to  the  state  of  the  law  at  the  time  it  was  adopted, 
and  to  the  rules  by  which  statutes  are  to  be  construed ; 
some  of  which,  not  inapplicable,  are  mentioned  by  me 
in  the  case  of  Gardner  v.  Gardner ^  cited  in  the  argu- 
ment. 

in  addition  to  the  law  of  England,  the  statute  law 
of  this  province,  on  the  4th  of  March,  1887,  was  to 
the  following  effect : 

By  81  Geo.  III.,  ch.  81,  sec.  48,  "All  lands  granted 
in  Upper  Canada  shall  be  granted  in  free  and  common 
soccage,  in  like  manner  as  lands  are  holden  in  Eng- 
land in  free  and  common  soccage.'' 

82  Geo.  III.,  ch.  1,  sec.  8,  directs  that  "  In  all 
matters  of  controversy  relative  to  property  and  civil 
rights,  resort  shall  be  had  to  the  law  of  England,  as 
the  rule  for  the  decision  of  the  same  ;''  and,  by 

7  Will.  IV.,  ch.  2,  sec.  2,  the  Court  of  Chancery  is 
given  jurisdiction  in  all  matters  relating  to  mortgages. 

Sec.  6. — '*  The  rules  of  decision  shall  be  the  same 
as  govern  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England." 
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Statute  4  Will.  IV.,  ch.  1,  sec.  16,  enacts  that  "No 
person  shall  make  entry  or  bring  an  action  for  lands, 
but  within  twenty  years  next  after  the  time  at  which 
the  right  to  make  such  entry,  or  to  bring  such  action, 
first  accrued.'* 

Sec.  17,  mainly  upon  conditions  broken. 

Sec.  19. — '*  In  case  of  tenants  at  will,  the  right 
shall  be  deemed  to  have  accrued  at  the  determination 
of  such  tenancy,  or  at  the  end  of  one  year  after  the 
commencement  of  such  tenancy ;  provided,  no  mort- 
gagor shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  tenant  at  will,  within 
this  clause,  to  his  mortgagee." 

Sec.  82. — '*  No  person  claiming  any  land  in  equity 
shall  bring  any  suit  to  recover  the  same,  but  within 
the  period  during  which,  by  the  provisions  of  this  act, 
he  might  have  made  entry  or  brought  an  action  to 
recover  the  same,  if  he  had  been  entitled  at  law  to 
such  estate,  interest  or  right,  in  or  to  the  same,  as  he 
shall  claim  therein  in  equity." 

Sec.  85. — "  Nothing  in  this  act  to  interfere  with  any 
rule  or  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity,  in  refusing 
relief,  on  the  ground  of  acquiescence  or  otherwise,  to 
any  person  whose  right  to  bring  a  suit  may  not  be 
barred  by  virtue  of  this  act.'* 

Sec.  86. — "When  a  mortgagee  shall  have  obtained 
possession  of  the  land,  the  mortgagor  shall  not  bring 
a  suit  to  ]fedeem,  but  within  twenty  years  next  after 
the  time  at  which  the  mortgagor  obtained  such  pos- 
session, unless  in  the  meantime  the  right  be  acknow- 
ledged in  writing.** 

Sec.  43. — "  No  action,  or  other  proceeding,  shall  be 
brought  to  recover  any  sum  of  money  secured  by  any 
mortgage,  judgment,  lien  or  otherwise,  charged  upon. 
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or  payable  out  of,  any  land,  at  law  or  in  equity,  but 
within  twenty  years  next  after  the  present  right  to 
recover  the  same  shall  have  accrued/' (be,  unless  part 
paid  or  acknowledged,  &c.  "  Provided,  that  in  respect 
to  persons  now  entitled  to  an  equity  of  redemption, 
the  right  to  bring  such  action,  or  to  pursue  a  remedy  for 
the  same,  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  extinguished  or 
barred  by  lapse  of  time,  until  the  expiration  of  five 
years  from  the  time  that  an  equitable  jurisdiction  shall 
be  established — provided  that  shall  happen  within  ten 
years." 

4  Will.  IV.,  ch.  16,  makes  a  certificate  of  redemption 
equivalent  to  a  re-conveyance  ;*"  provided  that  such 
certificate,  if  given  after  the  expiration  of  the  period 
within  which  the  mortgagor  had  a  right  in  equity  to 
redeem,  shall  not  have  the  effect  of  defeating  any  title 
other  than  a  title  remaining  vested  in  the  mortgagee,  his 
heirs,  executors  or  administrators." 

Such  being  the  state  of  the  law,  the  eleventh  section 
of  7  Will.  IV.,  ch.  2,  recites  that  the  law  of  England 
was  at  an  early  period  introduced  into  this  province, 
and  had  continued  to  be  the  rule  of  decision ;  and  at 
the  same  time,  for  want  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction : 


it  has  not  been  in  the  power 
of  mortgagees  to  foreclose. 


mortgagors,  being  out  of 
possession,  have  been  un- 
able to  avail  themselves  of 
their  equity  of  redemption. 


And,  in  consequence  of  the  want  of  these  remedies  (or 
this  remedy) 


their  rights  may  be  found 
to  be  attended  withpeculiar 
equitableconsiderations,in 
regard  to  compensation  for 
improvements, 


their  rights  may  be  found 
to  be  attended  with  pecu- 
liar equitable  considera- 
tions, in  respect  to  the 
right  to  redeem. 


depending  upon  the  circimiBtancesof  each  case  ;  and  a 


92  ERROR  AND   APPEAL   REPORTS. 

strict  application  of  the  rules  established  in  England 
might  be  attended  with  injustice ;  "  Be  it  therefore 
enacted,  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  the  said  court  shall 
have  power  and  authority,  in  all  cases  of  mortgages 
become  absolute  at  law,  before  the  (4th  day  of  March, 
1837),  by  failure  of  performance  of  the  condition,  to 
make  each  order  and  decree. 


in  respect  to  foreclosure, 
and  with  regard  to  com- 
pensation for  improve- 
ments, and  generally  with 
respect  to  the  rights  and 
claims  of  the  mortgagee  ^ 


in  respect  to  redemption^ 
and  generally  with  respect 
to  the  rights  and  claims  of 
the  mortgagor, 


as  may  appear  just  and  reasonable,  un^er  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case." 

The  first  part  of  the  recital  states  merely  two  facts, 
but  the  mode  of  expression  is  peculiar,  and  indicates 
the  inducement  to  the  enactment  which  follows;  it 
states  that  it  has  not  been  in  the  power  of  mortgagees 
to  foreclose,  and  that  mortgagors  out  of  possession  had 
not  been  able  to  avail  themselves  of  their  equity  of 
redemption  ;  and  as  a  consequence  of  the  want  of  these 
remedies,  that  their  rights  (that  is,  to  fore3lose  or 
redeem)  might  be  attended  with  peculiar  equitable 
considerations,  in  respect  to  compensation  for  improve- 
ments, and  in  respect  to  the  right  to  redeem.  So  far 
as  the  recital  is  a  key  to  the  interpretation  of  a  statute, 
the  present  shews  very  plainly  in  what  respects  it  was 
apprehended  peculiar  equitable  considerations  might 
arise,  namely,  in  relation  to  mortgagees  claiming  for 
improvements,  on  the  one  hand,  and  mortgagors  seeking 
redemption,  on  the  other.  It  then  adds,  that  a  strict 
application  of  the  rules  established  in  England  might 
be  attended  with  injustice.  This  implies  that  the 
injustice  was  to  be  apprehended  from  the  strict  applica- 
tion of  the  law  of  England ;  but  the  time,  so  far  as  the 
mere  lapse  of  time  is  concerned,  within  which  foreclosure 
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or  redemption  coiild  be  obtained,  was  and  is  regulated 
by  the  provincial  statute  4  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  1,  and  not  by 
the  rules  established  in  England  ;  and  I  do  not  see  that 
this  eleventh  section  overrides  that  act^soasto  empower 
the  court  to  dispense  with  or  alter  its  provisions ;  in 
other  words,  to  refuse  foreclosure  or  redemption  within 
twenty  years  after  the  times  shall  have  commenced 
running,  merely  by  reason  of  the  lapse  of  time; 
whether  therefore  a  mortgagor  or  mortgagee  pursues 
his  remedy  in  due  time,  is  to  be  decided  by  a  reference 
to  the  above-mentioned  statute  (a).  The  85th  section 
of  that  statute,  however,  enacts,  that  it  shall  not  inter- 
fere with  any  rule  or  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity,  in 
refusing  relief  on  the  ground  of  acquiescence  or 
otherwise.  Taking  then  the  rule  of  acquiescence,  it 
would  seem  clear  that,  in  relation  thereto,  the  rule  in 
England  may  be  relaxed,  so  as  to  admit  a  mortgagor  to 
redeem,  although  strictly  precluded  on  that  ground. 
The  question  of  diflSculty  is,  whether,  if  entitled  to 
redeem,  notwithstanding  the  strict  application  of  the 
rules  of  England,  a  stricter  rule  can  be  applied  to 
prevent  it  ?  and,  generally,  whether  either  party,  being 
entitled  to  foreclose  or  redeem  by  the  strict  application 
of  the  rules  established  in  England,  such  right  can  be 
curtailed  by  the  application  of  a  stricter  rule.  The 
argument  is,  that  relaxation  in  favor  of  one  party, 
must  have  a  contrary  effect  as  against  the  other,  and 
that  in  relation  to  acquiesc6nce,facts  and  circumstances 
falling  short  of  it  by  the  rule  in  England,  may  be  held 
to  amount  to  it  here,  to  prevent  a  redemption  within 
the  twenty  years  allowed  by  the  statute  of  4  Wm.  IV., 
ch.  1,  and  in  like  manner  in  relation  to  any  other  rule 
in  England,  that  it  may  be  extended  in  favour  of,  or 
restricted  against  either  party,  as  may  appear  just  and 
reasonable. 

The  ulterior  view  is,  that  this  clause  intended  that  the 

(a)  In  the  event  of  the  time  having  expired,  a  question  might  arise 
whether,  under  the  equity  of  sec.  ii,  it  could  be  opened  and  relief 
granted,  although  the  statute  4  Wm.  IV..  ch.  i,  would  otherwise  have 
operated  as  a  bar. 
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court  should  not  be  restricted  to  the  rules  in  England  at 
all,  but  that  occasional  exceptions  might  be  made,  or  a 
ne^  rule  pro  hoc  vice  be  adopted  in  granting  or  refusing 
relief,  under  circumstances  in  which,  by  the  rules  estab- 
lished in  England,  applied  strictly  or  even  liberally,  it 
would  not  be  warranted ;  in  short  that  each  case  may 
be  disposed  of  according  to  its  own  merits,  as  may  appear 
just  and  reasonable,  without  regard  to  the  nature  of  the 
relief  sought,  or  to  the  rules  established  in  England. 

To  a  certain  extent  I  can  perceive  a  discretion  vested 
in  the  courts  here,  to  expand  or  modify  the  rules  which 
govern  the  courts  in  England,  in  favour  of  the  rights 
and  claims  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  but  the  limits 
to  that  discretion  are  not  clear.  It  is  contended,  it  may 
extend  to  abridge  the  rights  of  either  party,  as  well  as 
to  extend  them,by  granting  or  refusing  relief  on  broader 
or  narrower  grounds  than  in  England  :  whether  it  be 
so,  depends  upon  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  section 
in  question.'  Being  a  remedial  clause,  it  is  to  be  con- 
strued liberally ;  but  in  what  respect  is  it  remedial  ?  It 
is  so  in  regard  to  either  party  that  may  require  its  aid.  It 
may  favour  the  mortgagee  in  respect  to  foreclosure,com- 
pensation  for  improvements,  and  generally  with  respect 
to  his  rights  and  claims.  It  may  favour  the  mortgagor 
in  respect  to  redemption,  and  generally  with  respect  to 
his  rights  and  claims;  and  where  one  is  favoured  it  must 
necessarily  be  at  the  expense  of  the  other.  The  extent 
and  nature  of  such  favour  is  the  point  of  doubt.  It  is 
no  favour  to  apply  a  stricter  rule  against  the  party  seek- 
ingrelief,than  would  be  authorised  in  England :  it  con- 
verts a  remedial  into  an  irremedial  act :  it  is  not  a 
benign,  but  a  rigid  and  forced  application  of  it.  It  is 
extending  a  favour  to  the  opposite  party,  subversive  of 
the  right  to  the  relief  sought,  and  incompatible  with  an 
equal  respect  to  the  rights  of  both.  A  mortgagee  seek- 
ing foreclosure,  or  any  other  relief,  may  not  be  entitled 
to  what  he  asks,  according  to  the  strict  rule  ;  in  such  an 
event  the  rule  may  be  relaxed  in  his  favour.    A  mort- 


SIMPSON   V.   8B«TTH — 1846.  95 

gagor,  seeking  redemption,  may  require  a  similar  indul- 
gence. Here  each  party  in  turn  may  experience  an 
ameliorative  application  of  the  rules  in  England.  It  is 
the  reverse  of  thi  s  to  refuse  the  relief  by  a  more  stringent 
application  of  the  rules  of  equity ;  not  to  unbend  them 
in  favour  of  the  party  requiring  relief;  but  to  tighten 
them  against  him  to  his  prejudice :  to  say  to  a  mort- 
gagee, you  are  clearly  entitled  to  foreclosure  by  the 
English  rules,  but  it  would  be  unjust  towards  the  mort- 
gagor to  allow  it  upon  any  terms,  and  it  is  refused ;  or 
to  say  to  a  mortgagor,  you  are  clearly  entitled  to  re- 
deem by  those  rules,  but  it  would  be  unjust  towards 
the  mortgagee  to  allow  it  on  any  terms,  and  it  is  re- 
fused— ^is  to  apply  a  stricter,  not  a  more  benign  rule 
than  prevails  in  England.  Is  it  making  a  just  and 
reasonable  decree  in  respect  to  forecloaure,  or  generally 
with  respect  to  the  rights  and  claims  of  the  mortgagee, 
to  refuse  foreclosure  on  any  terms,  where  he  his,  by 
the  rules  of  England,  clearly  entitled  to  it  ? 

Is  it  making  a  just  and  reasonable  decree,  in  respect 
to  redemption,  or  generally  in  respect  to  the  rights 
and  claims  of  the  mortgagor,  to  refuse  redemption  on 
any  terms,  when,  by  the  rules  in  England,  he  is  clearly 
entitled  to  it  ?  How  can  a  rule  be  just  and  reasonable 
here,  which  is  more  rigid  than  the  rule  established  in 
England,  the  strict  application  of  which,  it  was  appre- 
hended, might  be  attended  with  injustice  ? 

The  appellants  contend  for  a  shifting  application  of 
this  clause  so  as  to  grant  or  refuse  foreclosure,  not 
according  to  the  rights  and  claims  of  the  mortgagee 
when  seeking  relief,  but  of  the  mortgagor,  a,ndvice  versa. 
Now  foreclosure,  when  the  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  it 
by  the  rules  in  England,  must  be  consistent  with  the 
rights  of  the  mortgagor.  So,  e  contra,  redemption,  when 
the  mortgagor  is  entitled  to  it  by  the  same  rules,  must 
be  consistent  with  the  rights  of  the  mortgagee;  so  that 
the  mortgagor  can  have  no  right  to  a  decree  against 
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foreclosure  to  which  the  mortgagee  is  entitled ;  nor  can 
the  mortgagee  have  any  right  to  a  decree  against  re- 
demption, when  the  mortgagor  is  entitled  to  it.  If  this 
be  a  correct  view,  then  it  depends  upon  the  claims  of 
the  parties ;  and  surely  a  mortgagor  could  not  claim  to 
have  foreclosure  refused,  or  the  mortgagee  claim  a  re- 
fusal of  redemption,  if  clearly  the  right  of  the  party 
seeking  the  relief.  Consistently  with  these  rights  there 
may  well  exist  claims  on  the  other  side  for  favourable 
consideration,  to  be  granted  in  subservience  to  such 
right ;  but  to  allow  a  claim  falling  short  of  a  bar  to  the 
right,  to  operate  as  a  bar  to  it,  looks  like  usurping  a 
discretion,  and  frustrating  the  remedial  objects  of  the 
legislature,  which  did  not  mean  to  take  away  existing 
rights,  but  only  to  subject  them  to  conditions  or  terms 
inadmissible  by  the  strict  rules  established  in  England. 

The  clause  [section  11]  empowers  the  court  to  make 
such  order  or  decree,  in  respect  to  foreclosure,  as  may 
appear  just  and  reasonable,  having  regard  to  the  rights 
and  claims  of  the  inortgagor.  Is  it  just  and  reasonable 
to  refuse  it  when  the  right  of  the  mortgagee  is  clear^ 
whatever  may  be  the  claims,  falling  short  of  a  bar,  to 
that  right,  but  subordinate  to  it,  of  the  mortgagor  ? 
So,  as  respects  the  mortgagor,  is  it  just  and  reasonable 
to  refuse  redemption,  when  the  right  thereto  is  clear, 
whatever  may  be  the  claims,  short  of  a  bar  to  that  right, 
but  subordinate  to  it,  of  the  mortgagee  ?  If,  by  the 
rules  established  in  England,  the  mortgagee  is  entitled 
to  foreclosure,  or  the  mortgagor  to  redeem,  what  rights 
or  claims  can  exist  on  the  other  side,  that  shall  extin- 
guish such  right  ?  When  two  opposing  rights  are 
advanced,  one  must  predominate;  and  when  it  is 
decided  which,  the  antagonist  claim  ceases  to  be  a 
right,  though  it  may  remain  an  equitable  claim. 

The  right  to  foreclose  or  redeem  by  the  law  in  Eng- 
land, cannot  be  repelled  or  destroyed,  however  modified, 
unless  a  countervailing  right  of  paramount  weight  be 
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established ;  bat  the  argument  is,  that  such  right  may 
be  destroyed  by  that  which  falls  short  of  a  paramount 
right  by  the  same  rule.  Of  course,  a  mortgagee  or 
mortgagor  seeking  relief,  must  established  a  right  to  fore- 
close or  redeem,  in  the  first  instance,  by  the  rules  of 
England ;  if  they  fail  him,  he  may  obtain  assistance 
from  the  clause  in  question,  when  proper  to  grant  it; 
bat  if  he  does  not  require  its  aid,  can  facts  and  circum- 
stances, which  in  England  could  at  best  constitute  equit- 
able claims  only,  and  not  amount  to  a  bar,  be  admitted 
to  ascend  beyond  mere  claims  here  and  mount  up  to  a 
bar,  so  as  to  reverse  that  which,  by  the  rule  there,  would 
be  the  right  of  the  party,  and  convert  it  into  the  right  of 
his  opponent;  would  that  be  just  and  reasonable,  when 
it  is  said  as  an  inducement  to  the  enactment,  that  a 
strict  application  of  the  rules  in  England  might  be 
attended  with  injustice  ?  If  these  rules  are  exceeded 
or  straitened,  does  it  not  become  still  more  unjust  ? 

Such,  after  the  best  attention  I  can  give  it,  I  must  say 
is  my  humble  impression  of  this  11  th  section.  Its  pro- 
visions run  pari  passu  equally  in  favour  of  both  parties; 
the  want  of  a  court  of  equity  being  no  fault  of  either, 
and  each  being  liable  to  be  affected  or  prejudiced, 
owing  to  its  absence ;  and  it  reserves  to  the  court  about 
to  be  established  a  discretion  to  relax  the  rules  (by 
which  it  must,  under  the  6th  section,  have  been  other- 
wise governed)  in  favour  of  either  party,  when  deemed 
reasonable  and  just  under  all  the  circumstances ;  but 
not  to  limit  their  rights  within  narrower  bounds,  by 
refusing  foreclosure  or  redemption,  where  by  law  the 
party  was  entitled  thereto. 

In  my  view  of  the  present  case,  therefore,  it  turns 
upon  the  question,  whether  the  respondents  have  a  right 
to  redeem -by  the  rules  established  in  England?  In 
applying  attention,  with  this  view,  more  closely  to  the 
case  before  us,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  Thomas  ISmyth 
executed  the  mortgage  in  fee  in  1810,  which  became 

7  I   E.  (fe  A. 
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forfeited  for  conditions  broken  in  1811.  When  this 
security  was  taken  (each  party  being  presumed  to  know 
the  law)  both  knew  that  in  equity  it  only  operated  as  a 
pledge,  and  that  the  mortgagor  would  have  the  equity 
of  redemption  for  twenty  years  after  default,*  It  was 
also  known  to  them  that  there  was  no  court  of  equity, 
in  which  the  one  could  foreclose,  or  the  other  redeem  ; 
but  it  was  open  to  the  mortgagee  to  eject  the  mortgagor, 
or  to  proceed  on  collateral  securities ;  it  was  open  to 
the  mortgagor  to  tender  the  debt  and  interest,  or  to 
resist  an  ejectment,  under  the  statute  7  Geo.  II.  ch.  20. 
There  were,  therefore,  other  remedies  open,  but  not  the 
opportunity  to  foreclose  or  redeem. 

The  mortgagee  did  not  eject  the  mortgagor,  and  he 
remained  in  possession.  In  1818  the  mortgagee  pro- 
ceeded to  judgment  on  a  collateral  security  ;  and,  in 
1825,  the  sheriff 's  sale  was  made  ostensibly  of  the  two 
lots  of  land  now  in  controversy.  The  mortgage  had 
been,  shortly  before  such  sale,  assigned  for  a  nominal 
consideration  to  Mr.  Charles  Jones,  as  a  trustee,  it  is 
said,  for  the  mortgagee  ;  and,  in  such  assignment,  the 
right  to  redeem  is  distinctly  stated.  Mr.  Jones,  soon 
after  the  assignment,  bought  the  land  at  such  sheriff's 
sale  for  £105,  being  at  the  time  possessed  of  the  legal 
estate  as  assignee  of  the  mortgagee.  That  this  sum 
of  £105  was  ever  paid  or  tendered  to  the  sheriff,  or  the 
mortgagor,  does  not  appear ;  and,  in  the  absence  of 
proof,  it  may  as  reasonably  be  inferred,  it  was  retained 
or  applied  in  reduction  of  the  mortgage  debt,  but 
inconsistently  so  applied,  if  the  mortgagee  had  really 
purchased  the  equity  of  redemption,  for  that  would 
involve  the  obligation  to  satisfy  bis  own  mortgage 
independently. 

In  1825  the  mortgagor  relinquished  possession,  and 
in  1826  Jones  entered.  At  this  period,  and  not  before, 
the  time  for  redemption  began  to  run  against  the 

*  But  see  the  judgmeDt  of  the  Privy  Council  in  this  case  on  appeal. 
7  Moore,  205,  and  >vhich  is  printed  as  a  note  in  5  Grant's  Ch.  R.  104. 
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mortgagor ;  up  to  that  time  things  remained  in  statu 
quo,  and  in  effect  it  was  the  same  as  if  the  condition 
had  been  broken  in  1825,  instead  of  1811.  The  four- 
teen years'  delay,  from  1811  to  1825,  was  an  ingul- 
gence  or  a  forbearance  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagee, 
who  might  not  have  been  willing  to  enter  and  incur  the 
responsibility  of  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  or  to  forego 
his  unclogged  right  to  proceed  on  other  securities. 

Now,  taking  it  to  be  clear  that  the  time  for  redemp- 
tion did  not  begin  to  run  against  Smyth  till  1826,  when 
Jones  took  possession,  and  that  he  had  till  1846  to 
redeem,  the  real  question  is,  whether  that  right  was 
lost  in  November,  1840,  at  the  end  of  fourteen  years, 
(when  the  bill  to  redeem  was  filed,)  either  by  the  rules 
established  in  England,  or  under  the  11th  section  of 
the  Chancery  Act.  I  do  take  it  to  be  undisputed,  that 
the  time  for  redemption  did  not  begin  to  run  against 
the  mortgagor,  until  the  assignee  of  the  mortgagee 
took  possession,  1826,  although  fifteen  years  after  the 
condition  had  been  broken.  And  my  opinion  is  gov- 
erned by  this  consideration  ;  for,  if  I  were  -  justified  in 
giving  it  relation  to  an  earlier  date,  I  should  be  quite 
disposed  to  do  so. 

Assuming  then,  that  the  right  of  redemption  existed, 
and  that  the  time  of  limitation  had  not  commenced 
running  against  the  mortgagor  till  1826, 1  do  not  find 
authority  for  holding  that  right  lost  by  reason  of  ac- 
quiescence or  otherwise  between  that  period  and  1840, 
when  the  bill  to  redeem  was  filed.  As  to  mere  lapse  of 
time,  the  respondents  had  until  now  (1846)  to  file  their 
bill,  and  had  the  time,  by  reason  of  long  possession 
by  the  mortgagee,  been  nearly  expired  before  the  year 
1834,  the  statute  4  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  1,  would  have  ex- 
tended it  for  five  years  after  the  Chancery  Act  was 
passed,  namely,  till  the  4th  March,  1842. 

It  cannot  depend  upon  mere  value,  or  the  consid- 
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eration  how  far  the  mortgagee's  debt  was  an  equivalent 
for  the  lands  at  their  value  in  1826,  when  the  time  first 
began  to  run.  Much  stress  has  been  laid  upon  the 
value,  and  as  far  as  material,  I  look  u^on  the  lands 
mortgaged  to  have  been  then  worth  at  least  as  much 
as  Mr.  Jones  sold  them  for — if  any  thing,  more ;  and 
it  is  clear  that  they  rose  in  value  very  rapidly  after- 
wards. 1  do  not  think  acquiescence  proved,  on  the  part 
of  the  mortgagor  or  the  respondents,  or  that  they  slum- 
bered on  their  rights  to  a  degree  amounting  to  an 
abandonment  in  a  court  of  equity.  In  1826,  the  mort- 
gagor relhiquished  possession  on  the  eve  of  the  sheriff's 
sale ;  up  to  that  tim^  his  rights  as  a  mortgagor  sub- 
sisted, and  were  clearly  recognised  by  the  mortgagee  in 
his  assignment  to  Mr.  C.  Jones ;  I  think  he  removed 
the  mill  irons,  which  was  the  only  abandonment  of 
possession  proved,  in  the  mistaken  supposition  that  .the 
sheriff's  sale  would  operate  to  foreclose  him,  and  that 
all  right  of  redemption  would  be  thereby  extinguished ; 
therefore,  that  though  he  so  relinquished  the  possession 
voluntarily  in  one  sense,  still  it  was  evidently  owing  to  a 
mistake  in  law  as  to  his  true  rights.  It  is  not  shewn 
that  he  delivered  possession,  or  gave  any  express  assent 
to  the  mortgagee's  entry  in  1826.  He  knew  the  pos- 
session could  be  recovered  by  an  ejectment,  and  ap- 
pears to  have  submitted  to  circumstances  he  could  not 
avert,  and  which  he  ignorantly  looked  upon  as  putting 
an  end  to  his  equitable  rights.  If  it  be  said  he  must  be 
supposed  to  have  known  his  legal  rights,  knowing  all 
the  facts,  the  answer  is,  so  must  the  other  party ;  but 
both  were  in  error,  and  it  is  obvious  he  did  not  spon- 
taneously relinquish  or  part  with  any  right  he  really 
thought  he  had  the  power  to  retain.  I  do  not  feel  justi- 
fied in  holding  what  he  did  under  the  circumstances 
an  acquiescence  that  should  bind  his  rights  ;  nor, 
according  to  the  evidence,  did  Mr.  Sewall  the  mort- 
gagee ;  but  it  appears  that  afterwards,  and  when  pur- 
chasers first  offered  in  1826,  the  opportunity  of  redeem- 
ing the  estate  was  generously  and  liberally  offered  to 
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the  moriigagor ;  and  it  is  shewn  that  he  at  that  period 
made  fraitless  efforts  to  raise  the  money,  or  to  induce 
friends  to  purchase  at  a  small  advance,  manifesting 
an  anxiety  to  turn  the  property  to  better  account,  and 
realise  something  more  from  it.  In  this  he  could  not 
succeed,  and  he  was  himself  poor,  and  without  the 
means  of  extricating  the  land. 

I  do  not  think  any  one  perusing  those  portions  of  the 
appellants'  answers,  and  the  evidence  on  the  defence 
read  at  the  hearing,  can  rise  from  the  perusal  with  the 
impression  that  the  mortgagor  voluntarily  resigned  his 
rights,  or  did  more  than  submit  to  what  he  could  not 
evade;  he  was  evidently  influenced  by  the  pressure  of 
the  sheriff's  sale.  The  only  fair  application  than  can 
be  now  made  of  that  proceeding  is,  that  it  induced  the 
erroneous  belief  in  Mr.  Jones  and  those  holding  under 
him,  that  it  might  enable  them  to  transfer  or  enjoy  the 
absolute  estate  in  fee,  in  law  and  equity ;  and  to  shew 
that  when  Jone$  entered  and  sold  to  Hwock,  and  he  to 
Ward  and  Jos.  Simpson,  and  they  to  the  appellants, 
each  professed  to  sell  and  expected  to  buy  an  indefea- 
sible estate,  and  thenceforward  used,  occupied,  improved 
and  disposed  of  the  premises  as  absolute  owners. 

In  relation  to  this  sale,  both  parties  laboured  under 
mistaken  notions  as  to  its  effect ;  and  if  in  itself  void 
and  inoperative,  the  mortgagors  so  far  yielding  to  it  as 
to  dismantle  his  mill,  fearing  he  would  otherwise 
through  its  means  lose  the  irons,  did  not,  in  my  idea  of 
the  rules  of  equity,  manifest  that  deliberate  surrender 
of  his  rights  which  should  for  ever  conclude  him.  If  I 
thought  it  ought,  I  would  cheerfully  give  that  effect  in 
favour  of  the  parties  who  have  possessed  and  enjoyed 
under  that  sale,  in  the  belief,  that  though  doubtful,  it 
would  ultimately  be  upheld  as  valid  and  binding  on 
the  rights  of  all  parties  concerned.  Nor  do  I  consider 
the  right  barred  by  passive  acquiescence  after  the 
entry  of  the  mortgagee's  assignee. 
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The  appellants'  evidence,  as  read,  shews,  that  from 
the  beginning  it  was  looked  upon  as  a  doubtful  title. 
In  1826,  Mr.  Jones  held  clearly  as  mortgagee,  except 
in  so  far  as  the  sheriff's  sale  might  strengthen  his  title. 
This,  Hicock,  Ward  and  the  Simpsons  knew,  as  shewn 
by  the  admission  of  the  defendants,  in  their  answers 
as  read.  It  appears  that  Mr.  Ward's  offer  to  purchase 
was  deferred  till  the  mortgagor  had  the  previous  oppor- 
tunity to  redeem,  thus  treating  it,  to  a  certain  extent, 
as  a  mortgage  still.  He  did  not  join  in  the  conveyance, 
nor  was  he  asked  to  release  his  right.  Mr.  Jones 
only  conveyed  the  right,  title  and  interest  that  he 
had — so  did  each  subsequent  party  in  succession- 
exhibiting  on  the  face  of  the  deeds  or  assignments  a 
distrust  of  the  title;  or,  at  all  events,  a  prudent 
avoidence  of  guaranteeing  any  more  perfect  title  than 
they  had.  This  may  have  been  induced  solely  by 
reason  of  its  being  a  title  derived  under  the  sheriff;  it 
was  most  probably  also  owing  to  the  nature  of  the  title 
as  a  mortgaged  estate.  It  was,  however,  a  safe  course 
of  dealing. 

When  possession  was  first  taken  in  1826,  the  pre- 
mises were  unimproved.  In  1827,  they  were  conveyed 
by  Mr.  Jones  to  Hicock.  In  that  year,  or  the  following, 
the  Rideau  Canal  was  undertaken.  The  Bideau  Canal 
Act  was  passed  the  17th  day  of  February,  1827  ;  (a) 
at  this  period,  Mr.  Ward  had  made  some  small  improve- 
ments, when  Mr.  James  Simpson  came  there  as  a  canal 
contractor,and  became  jointly  interested  in  the  premises. 
In  1828,  or  1829,  lots  for  a  village  were  laid  out,  and 
the  parties  in  possession  treated  the  property  as  their 
own.  In  or  about  1880,  one  of  the  respondents  attended 
the  sale  for  taxes,  and  showed  thereby  that  the  mort- 
gagor had  not  entirely  abandoned  all  claim ;  for  Terence 
Smyth  then  told  James  Simpson,  the  then  possessor 
and  competitor  at  the  sale,  that  he  attended  to  please 
his  father,  who  was  in  his  dotage;  adding,  that  he 

(a)  See  Provincial  Statute,  8  Geo.  IV.,  ch.  i. 
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never  expected  to  get  the  property,  and  that  they  had 
the  privilege  of  redeeming  for  a  long  time,  &c. 

This  shews  two  things,  namely,  that  the  mortgagor 
was  old  and  infirm,  (it  is  clear  he  was  also  poor,)  and 
that  he  still  directed  his  attention  to  these  lands.  In 
1832,  he  died.  In  that  same  year,  William  Simpson, 
for  the  first  time,  became  interested ;  and  his  answer 
as  read  at  the  hearing  shews  the  then  state  of  the 
improvements.  He  admits  knowledge  of  the  nature 
of  the  title ;  and  Mathieson  in  his  evidence  says,  that 
in  1833  one  of  the  respondents  told  him  he  still 
claimed  the  property.  In  1835,  overtures  to  compro- 
mise were  made  by  the  respondents. 

In  1836,  an  ejectment  was  brought,  (a  step  that  must 
have  been  a  hopeless  effort  to  regain  possession,)  and 
in  1887,  the  Chancery  Act  was  passed.  Up  to  this  time 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  offer  of  the  mortgage 
money  and  interest,  or  to  redeem  was  made ;  the  only 
overtures  or  efforts  seem  to  have  been  to  obtain  some 
thing  in  addition  to  the  mortgage  debt ;  and  had  the 
£105  bid  by  Mr.  Jones  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  been  ten- 
dered to  the  mortgagor  in  1825,  it  is  probable  he  would 
have  accepted  it  and  released  his  right,  or  at  all  events 
have  thereby  committed  an  unequivocal  act  of  acqui- 
escence and  approval ;  but  it  was  not  done.  The  mort- 
gagor in  his  life-time,  and  the  respondents  after  his 
death,  may  have  been  unable  to  redeem  at  an  earlier 
date;  but  the  property »  soon  after  possession  was  taken 
by  the  assignee  of  the  mortgagee,  began  to  rise  in 
value ;  and  had  it  remained  unimproved,  its  increasing 
value  alone  would  have  enabled  the  respondents  to 
raise  money  upon  it,  and  redeem  the  property  within 
the  twenty  years ;  that,  I  think,  is  quite  plain  on  the 
evidence.  Had  the  money  been  tendered  after  1826, 
it  would  have  been  a  useless  proceeding,  for  it  is  quite 
obvious  that  it  would  not  have  been  accepted. 
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In  1887,  every  impediment  to  foreclosure  or  redemp- 
tion ceased.  The  appellants  did  not  seek  to  foreclose, 
wishing  to  consider  the  mortgagor  as  foreclosed  already. 
The  respondents  sought  to  redeem  in  1840,  fourteen 
years  after  possession  was  taken  by  the  mortgagees.  In 
this  (1  mean  not  filing  the  bill  sooner)  I  see  no  delay 
that  should  conclude  them ;  especially  when  the  events 
of  1837  and  1888,  and  the  state  of  the  country  in  1888 
and  1889,  are  remembered.  There  is  much,  I  think, 
(according  to  English  authorities)  to  preclude  redemp- 
tion as  against  the  purchasers  of  village  lots,  especially 
S/iaM;and  others,  acting  in  confidence  of  what  Terence 
Smyth  said  in  his  letter  of  the  10th  May,  1882.  That 
letter,  however,  was,  I  think,  written  bona  fide,  and 
stated  clearly  the  claims  of  the  mortgagor  to  the 
property,  and  gave  Shaw  distinct  notice  thereof.  His 
opinion  as  to  what  his  father,  then  in  his  dotage, 
would  do,  was  verified  by  the  event.  He  does  not 
disclaim  as  for  himself,  in  the  event  of  his  acquiring 
any  right  after  his  father*s  death  ;  and  if  he  had,  a 
nude  assurance  of  the  kind,  by  an  expectant  heir  or 
devisee,  would  not  at  law  bind  him  ;  and,  I  apprehend, 
would  not,  without  more,  estop  him  in  equity.  It  did 
not  influence  Messrs.  Ward  and  Simpson  in  their 
purchases ;  and  as  to  others,  whom  it  may  assist  in 
protecting  in  their  possessions,  the  respondents  offered 
on  the  argument,  through  their  counsel,  to  forego 
proceedings  against  them,  and  to  confirm  their  titles. 

In  addition  to  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  the  rights  it  was 
supposed  to  have  conferred,  and  the  acts  of  acquiescence 
and  the  passiveness  of  the  mortgagor  and  his  devisees, 
the  appellants  rely  upon  an  equity  arising  out  of  their 
energy  and  labour  and  large  expenditure  upon  the  pre- 
mises, and  their  foresight  and  judgment  in  promoting 
a  village,  to  which  the  principal  part  of  their  enhanced 
value  is  by  them  attributed ;  also  the  long  time  they 
have  been  in  possession,  spending  the  best  years  of  their 
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lives  in  improving  a  property  they  supposed  to  be  their 
own,  and  making  by  laudable  industry  a  provision  for 
themselves  and  families.  No  doubt  much  is  due  to  their 
enterprise,  exertions  and  improvements,  in  raisinp^  the 
value ;  but  claims  like  these  cannot,  I  apprehend,  be 
suffered  to  deprive  others  of  their  rights,  and  to  change 
the  rights  of  property ;  were  it  a  case  at  law,  there 
would  be  no  doubt.  After  the  respondents  had  estab- 
lished a  clear  legal  right,  it  would  be  vain  for  the  appel- 
lants to  set  up  fourteen  years'  possession  and  large 
improvements  as  a  defence ;  and  if  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion be  really  looked  upon  in  equity  as  the  title  to  the 
property — if  the  equitable  estate  is  regarded  in  equity 
in  the  same  light  as  the  legal  estate  at  law — tbe  same 
consequence  would  seem  to  follow.  It  would,  too,  were 
it  a  legal  title,  be  open  to  the  appellants  to  set  up  at 
law  the  defence  of  acquiescence,  &c.,  though  perhaps 
with  less  effect  than  in  a  court  of  equity.  The  prospect 
of  the  appellants  losing  the  hold  they  have  so  long  had 
and  enjoyed,  in  the  confidence  that  their  title  was  a 
secure  one,  no  doubt  addresses  itself  strongly  to  one*s 
sympathies ;  these  things  render  tbe  duty  of  deciding 
painful  and  anxious.  But  we  must  look  to  the  rights  of 
the  other  side,  and  in  the  conflict  of  opposing  claims, 
determine  with  firm  indifference  where  the  legal  right 
is,  and  acknowledge  it.  It  is  the  buc^iness  of  legislation 
to  cure  doubtful  titles,  by  general  remedial  provisions  ; 
the  courts  cannot  bend  the  rules  of  la\v  or  equity  to 
what  would  look  like  distorting  them,  in  order  to  do  so 
in  special  instances  where  an  imperfect  title  is  attacked. 

As  to  the  enhanced  valued  of  the  estate,  I  certainly 
think  a  great  deal  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  energy,  exer- 
tions, and  outlay  of  capital  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  ; 
but  at  the  same  time  I  think  a  great  deal  more  is  due  to 
the  Bideau  Canal,  and  tbe  settlement  and  growth  of 
population  in  the  surrounding  country;  and  I  doubt  not, 
that  if  the  village  and  other  present  improvements  had 
not  occurred  to  the  premises,  their  adaptation  to  their 
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present  use,  would  render  them  of  very  large  value  now, 
in  comparison  with  what  they  were  worth  in  1826. 

Subsequent  events  occurring  soon  after,  and  following 
that  period,  have  combined  to  elevate  them.  But  as 
respects  the  enterprise  and  improvements  of  the  appel- 
lants, the  cases  in  the  books  between  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee  do  Hot  display  a  sympathy  in  favour  of  the 
improving  mortgagee  in  possession.  Looking  upon  the 
appellants  as  mortgagees,  and  the  land  a  pledge,  the 
authorities  discourage,  or  rather,  withhold  remune- 
ration for  improvements  more  than  are  necessary,  as 
calculated  to  increase  the  debt,  and  make  redemption 
the  more  difficult.  They  say  to  the  improving  mort- 
gagee in  possession,  you  knew  the  true  state  of  your 
title — you  knew  the  time  open  to  the  mortgagor  to 
redeem — why  did  you  expend  large  sums  in  improve- 
ments, treat  the  land  as  your  own,  and  convert  the 
estate  to  your  own  use,  without  waiting  for  lapse  of 
time  to  confirm  your  title,  or  obtaining  a  release  or  fore- 
closure to  bind  the  mortgagor  and  his  heirs  or  devisees. 

The  utmost  time  any  one  had  been  in  possession, 
when  the  bill  was  filed,  was  fourteen  years.  William 
Simpson  had  been  there  only  eight  years,  and  it  would 
appear  that  most  of  the  village  and  other  improve- 
ments have  grown  since ;  and  now  those  improvements 
and  the  sales  of  portions  of  the  estate  that  have  been 
made  within  the  above  periods,  are  urged  as  reasons 
why  the  appellants  should  keep  all  the  property — 400 
acres  —  notwithstanding  the  equity  of  redemption 
established  by  the  respondents.  I  do  not,  on  any 
ground,  feel  authorised  to  say,  that  the  right  of  re- 
demption which  clearly  subsisted  in  1825  and  6,  has 
been  lost  by  subsequent  acquiescence  or  laches,  judg- 
ing, as  well  as  I  can,  from  the  imperfect  knowledge  I 
have  of  the  rules  established  in  England  in  relation 
to  mortgagor  and  mortgagee. 

On  the  other  hand,  were  I  satisfied  that  the  court  is. 
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by  the  11th  section  of  the  7th  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  2,  clothed 
with  an  nnshackled  discretion,  with  power  to  create,  as 
it  were,  a  special  equity  in  this  case,  regardless  of  the 
rules  in  England,'!  should  be  disposed  to  reverse  this 
decree,  in  my  strong  desire  to  quiet  possessions,  and  to 
render  that  a  good  and  perfect  title,  which  in  1826  was 
(though  doubtful)  by  both  parties  thought  to  be  valid, 
and  relied  and  acted  upon  as  such,  in  the  confidence  that 
it  could  not,  or  would  not,  be  afterwards  disturbed,  or 
that  it  would  be  made  good  by  statute.  It  would,  accor- 
ding to  my  impression  of  the  law  of  England,  and  in 
my  vie^  of  the  counterbalancing  equities  of  the  case, 
be  going  great  lengths ;  but  I  think,  as  the  most  salu- 
tary course,  I  should  be  inclined  to  go  thus  far. 

The  considerations  that  would  weigh  with  me,  with 
others  mentioned  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  are,  that 
the  mortgagor  had  from  1810  to  1825  (fifteen  years)  to 
pay  the  debt,  before  any  attempt  was  made  by  the  mort- 
gagee to  realise  it  or  disturb  him,  a  long  and  indulgent 
forbearance,  especially  if  the  mortgagor  had  any  other 
assets  tangible  by  his  creditor ;  that  when  the  sheriff's 
sale  was  made  in  1825,  though  an  abortive  measure,  it 
was  supposed  to  confer  a  title — at  all  events,  to  create 
any  equity — that  would  be  upheld  in  any  future  court 
of  equity ;  that,  although  Mr.  Charles  Jones,  Hicock  and 
subsequent  purchasers,  knew  the  state  of  the  titles  they 
bought,  and  that  they  were  questionable,  and  made 
guarded  conveyances,  still  they  relied  upon  the  title  as 
tenable  after  so  great  a  lapse  of  time ;  that,  before  any 
sale  was  made  by  Mr.  Charles  JoneSj  the  opportunity 
was  offered  to  the  mortgagor  to  redeem  or  re-purchase, 
by  paying  the  mortgage  debt  and  interest,  sixteen  years 
after  the  breach  of  the  condition — of  which  he  did  not 
avail  himself ;  such  offer  being  made  not  as  his  right, 
but  rather  as  a  reasonable  indulgence  to  him ;  that,  in 
the  state  of  the  property  in  1825,  it  was  unproductive, 
and  could  be  of  no  use  to  the  possessor,  without  the  pre- 
vious outlay  of  much  labour  and  expense  in  improve- 
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ments;  that  no  one  would  have  purchased  it  under  a 
defeasable  title;  that,  in  this  country,  people  are  indis- 
posed to  purchase  long  leases  of  lands  situated  as  these 
were ;  and  that,  without  selling  the  whole  estate  abso- 
lutely, the  amount  of  the  mortgage  debt  and  interest 
could  not  have  been  procured  for  it  in  1826,  and,  as  it 
stood,  it  was  useless  to  the  mortgagee,  whose  debt  since 
1810,  at  six  per  cent.,  (the  legal  rate  of  interest),  had 
doubled  without,  so  far  as  shewn,  any  part  of  either  the 
principal  or  interest  having  been  paid  ofif;  that  the 
mortgagee,  if  disposed,  could  not  have  foreclosed ;  and 
the  mortgagor  was  not,  apparently,  in  a  situation  to  have 
redeemed,  had  there  been  a  court  of  equity ;  that  the 
occupiers,  by  outlay  of  capital,  labour,  and  exertions 
upon  the  premises,  (otherwise  unproductive),  and  re- 
garding them  as  their  own,  have  contributed  largely  to 
enhance  their  value,  and  that  the  enhanced  value,  from 
whatever  causes,  tempts  the  present  application  to  re- 
deem ;  that  within  twenty  years  of  the  condition  broken 
(that  is  up  to  1881)  no  offer  to  redeem  was  made,  though 
the  rising  value,  towards  the  close  of  that  period,  was 
calculated  to  induce  it,  and  the  appellants  could  not 
foreclose;  that,  since  1826  (for  fourteen  years)  great 
changes  have  occurred  in  the  surroundingcountry,  and  a 
large  village  has  been  established,  and  extensive  works 
and  improvements  been  made  on  the  premises,  altering 
the  former  state  of  things,  and  rendering  the  taking  of 
accounts  onerous  and  diflScult.  I  should  also  rely  much 
upon  the  expediency  of  admitting  the  sheriff's  sale 
(attended,  as  it  was,  by  the  mortgagor's  relinquishment 
of  possession)  to  create  a  special  equity  in  support  of  a 
long  possession  and  bona  fide  purchase,  and  use  of  the 
property  as  held  and  owned  in  fee  simple  absolute.  It 
is  the  strongest  feature  on  which  I  could  rely,  although, 
as  a  general  question,  such  sales  be  inoperative  in  law 
or  equity.  Looking  back  to  the  state  of  the  country  for- 
merly, and  the  absence  of  an  equitable  court,  and  the 
way  in  which  mortgagees  often  proceeded  in  days  of  old, 
there  is  much  in  favour  of  quieting  the  appellants*  title. 
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if  we  have  a  discretion  to  do  what  I  am  deterred  from 
doing,  only  because  it  looks  to  me  so  much  like  jadicial 
legislation  in  the  particular  instance. 

If  I  felt  that  I  had  the  ample  discretion  contended 
for,  I  would,  however,  not  hesitate  to  exercise  it ;  but 
then  I  should  in  future  feel  called  upon  to  give  to 
other  sheriff's  sales,  made  under  like  circumstances  a 
similar  effect ;  unless  some  good  reason  appeared  in 
the  particular  instance  for  regarding  them  as  being 
inequitable  or  unjust  proceedings. 

If  I  could  make  a  decree  as  an  arbitrator,  I  would 
place  the  appellants  in  a  better  situation  than  I  feel 
authorised  to  do  judicially  ;  but  under  the  11th  section 
of  the  act,  I  think  the  decree  should  be  modified  to  the 
following  effect :  reciting  the  respondent's  relinguish- 
ment  of  all  right  of  redemption  against  those  who  have 
received  titles,  or  hold  under  contracts  for  titles  in  fee 
from  the  appellants.  Ward  and  Simpson^  to  decree  an 
account  of  mortgage  money  and  interest,  and  of  the 
improvements  according  to  present  value,  of  what 
remains  the  legal  estate  of  the  appellants.  Ward  and 
Simpson  on  the  one  hand ;  and  on  the  other,  an  account 
of  purchase  money  received  by  them,  or  to  be  received, 
upon  contracts  of  sale  still  executory,  &c. 

I  think  Ward  and  Simpson  bound  to  account  for  the 
proceeds  of  sales.  The  argument  against  it  seems  to 
prove  too  much ;  for  if  excusable  because  they  only  sold 
such  title  as  they  had,  it  follows  that  the  right  to  redeem 
remains  unaffected  by,  or  excepted  in  such  sales.  It  is 
inconsistent  to  refuse  to  call  for  the  purchase  money,  as 
being  a  speculative  sale,  and  then  to  rely  upon  such 
sales  as  precluding  redemption.  As  mortgagees  in 
possession,  had  the  parcels  sold  been  only  leased,  the 
respondents  would  be  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits ; 
being  sold  absolutely,  they  are,  confirming  the  sales, 
equally  entitled  to  the  proceeds  thereof.    I  can  perceive 
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no  substantial  distinction.  The  mortgagees  bad  no 
right  to  speculate  with  the  respondents'  property ;  as 
soon  as  the  mortgage  debt  and  interest  was  realised 
they  should  have  stopped ;  all  beyond  that  was  sur- 
plus, for  which  they  are  liable  to  account. 

As  to  the  appellants,  BHce,  Lake,  CoUins  and  Glass  ^ 
none  of  them  deny  notice,  except  Lake,  as  to  the  first 
lot  he  purchased  ;  but  I  understand  the  respondents' 
counsel,  that  they  were  willing  to  assent  to  a  dismissal 
of  the  bill  as  against  them  as  well  as  to  confirm  the 
titles  of  the  other  purchasers  not  made  parties.  Upon 
their  cases,  therefore,  I  have  not  applied  separate  and 
especial  attention. 

Smyth,  Attorney-General. — The  practice  of  the 
law  to  which  I  have  been  accustomed  in  the  Lower 
Province,  is  so  totally  different  from  that  which  is 
pursued  in  this  part  of  the  province,  that  I  cannot  be 
expected  to  enter  into  this  case  at  any  length  in  ex- 
pressing my  opinion,  or  to  give  any  judgment  to  com- 
pare with  either  of  those  just  rendered  by  his  Lordship 
the  Chief  Justice,  or  Mr.  Justice  Macavlay;  and  as  I 
have  the  misfortune  to  diflfer  from  his  Lordship  on  one 
point,  I  should  not  have  ventured  to  express  this  differ- 
ence of  opinion,  had  I  alone  differed,  but  I  should  rather 
have  coincided  in  the  jud^aient  of  the  court,  under  the 
belief  that,^the  opinion  at  which  I  had  arrived  was  an 
erroneous  one ;  but  supported  as  I  am  in  this  opinion 
by  his  honour  Mr.  Justice  Macaulay,  in  whose  able 
judgment  I  fully  concur,  feel  myself  constrained  to 
retain  the  judgment  at  which  I  have  arrived.  The  case, 
in  my  opinion,  hinges  on  the  interpretatfon  to  be  given 
to  the  11th  section  of  the  Chancery  Act,  and  I  feel  no 
hesitation  in  saying,  that  throughout  the  whole  of  the 
argument,  I  have  been  under  the  conviction,  that  the 
11th  clause  of  that  act  does  not  confer  on  the  Court 
of  Chancery  the  right  to  refuse  redemption,  if,  under 
the  rules  of  equity  in  England,  the  party  seeking 
redemption  could  have  succeeded ;  but  it  only  gives 
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to  that  court,  in  granting  redemption,  the  right  of 
making  such  regulations  as  may  be  just  and  reason- 
able, under  the  circumstances  of  each  case.  Now 
there  is  nothing  to  shew  in  this  case,  that  Smyth  has 
lost  his  right  to  redeem  by  lapse  of  time ;  and  there 
is  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  shew  that  he  intended  to 
waive  that  right,  or  acquiesce  in  the  sale  of  the  pro- 
perty. On  the  whole,  I  think  the  equity  of  the  case 
is  in  favour  of  the  respondents,  and  that  the  decree  of 
the  Yice-Ghancellor  ought  to  be  afiSbrmed. 

McLean,  J.,  concurred  in  the  opinion  expressed  by 
his  Lordship  the  Chief  Justice. 

[The  Court  being  thus  equally  divided,  no  judgment 
could  be  given ;  and  the  cause  was  ordered  to  stand 
over  for  the  purpose  of  being  re-argued.] 


IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL. 

(Sth,  iStk,  and  22nd  March,  1845.) 

[Before  the  Hon,  J,  B,  Robinson  Chief  Justice ;  the 
Hon.  Jon^cLS  Jones,  Ex.  C. ;  the  Hon.  L.  P.  Sherwood, 
Ex.  G. ;  His  Hon.  Vice-chancellor  Jameson ;  and  the 
Hon.  Mr.  Justice  McLean.] 

On  an  Appeal  from  thb  Decision  of  His  Honour  the  Vice- 
Chancbllor  of  Upper  Canada. 


Between  George   Stiunob   Boulton,  Appellant,  and 
Andrew  Jeffrey,  Respondent. 

Where  the  executive  government  have  examined  into  and  considered 
the  claims  of  opposing  parties  to  lands  leased  from  the  Crbwn, 
with  a  claim  of  pre-emption,  and  have  ultimately  granted  them  to 
one  of  those  parties,  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  not  any  authority, 
where  no  fraud  appears  in  obtaining  the  grant,  afterwards  to 
declare  the  grantee  of  the  Crown  a  trustee  of  any  portion  of  such 
lands  for  the  opposing  party,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  previously 
acauired  an  equitable  interest  therein.  And  qucere,  if  even  there 
had  been  fraud,  whether  the  court  under  such  circumstances 
would  have  authority  to  interfere  at  the  instance  of  the  party  who 
had  opposed  the  grant. 

Mr.  H.  J.  Boulton  and  Esten,  for  appellant. 
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Mr.  SuUivan  and  Mr.  Blake  for  respondent. 

The  facts  of  this  case  sufficiently  appear  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  which  was  delivered  by 

Robinson,  G.J. — The  question  in  this  case  has  been 
ably  argued  at  the  bar,  and  if  we  could  have  brought 
ourselves  to  entertain  any  doubt  after  looking  into  the 
authorities  cited,  we  should  in  justice  to  the  parties, 
and  because  the  question  is  really  one  of  very  extensive 
application,  have  taken  whatever  time  was  necessary 
for  removing  the  doubt.  It  is  (so  far  as  we  know) 
quite  a  novel  attempt  that  is  made  by  this  bill,  to 
establish  that  the  grantee  of  the  Grown,  holding  letters 
patent,  may  be  declared  by  a  court  of  equity  to  be  but 
a  trustee  for  another  person,  whom  they  may  invest  by 
their  decrees  with  the  beneficial  ownership  of  the  estate, 
by  reason  of  an  equity  which  they  may  consider  to  have 
been  acquired  while  the  land  was  yet  vested  in  the 
Crown,  and  this  when  the  grantee  of  the  Crown  is  not 
charged  with  having  done  or  intended  any  thing  wrong 
in  obtaining  the  grant,  but  is  admitted  to  have  merely 
urged  his  claim  to  a  patent  on  the  footing  of  right,  and 
when  the  government,  exercising  its  judgment  and 
discretion,  on  a  full  knowledge  of  all  the  circumstances, 
deliberately  directed  the  patent  to  issue  to  the  appel- 
lant ;  thereby  disallowing  the  claim  to  a  grant  which 
has  been  advanced  by  the  other  party ;  in  other  words, 
that  a  court  of  equity  may,  upon  its  view  of  the  claims 
of  the  parties  on  which  the  Crown  has  decided,  overrule 
the  act  of  the  Crown,  and  defeat  the  title  of  the  patentee, 
either  partially  as  in  this  case,  or  wholly,  as  might  on 
the  same  principle  be  done  in  other  cases.  We  cannot 
derive  any  other  impression  on  reading  the  opinion  of 
the  Attorney-General,  which  had  been  called  for  by  the 
government,  than  that  his  advice  to  the  government 
was,  that  Jeffrey  had  no  claim  either  at  law  or  in  equity, 
to  insist  on  a  right  to  be  allowed  to  purchase  the  acre  in 
question,  and  that  he  ought  not  therefore  to  be  permitted 
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to  stand  in  the  way  of  the  completion  of  the  sale  made 
to  Orundy,  which  was  insisted  on  by  Grundy's  assignee ; 
nor  do  we  think  it  can  admit  of  doubt,  that  the  govern- 
ment adopted  this  advice  in  the  same  spirit  in  which  it 
was  given,  and  meant  to  act  fully  in  accordance  with  it. 
It  would  indeed  be  dishonouring  the  Grown,  to  imagine 
for  a  moment,  that  having  made  its  patent  to  the  pur-^ 
chaser  after  deliberately  considering  the  conflicting 
claims,  it  could  possibly  be  intended  by  the  government 
to  say  to  the  grantee,  we  did  not  pretend  to  decide  the 
question  of  property  in  that  which  we  sold  to  you;  we 
have  therefore  only  considered  that  we  were  granting 
to  you  the  right  to  represent  the  legal  estate,  leaving 
Jeffrey  to  urge  against  you  any  claim  to  the  land  which 
he  may  have  by  reason  of  our  previous  acts,  and  those 
of  our  lessee,  of  which  we  have  been  fully  informed, 
and  upon  which,  though  we  have  sold  the  land  to  you, 
and  have  received  payment  for  it,  we  do  not  pretend 
to  have  determined. 

It  is  difficult  indeed  to  conceive  a  more  prolific  source 
of  litigation  than  would  be  opened  in  this  province,  if 
the  patentees  of  the  Crown  were  exposed  to  be  attacked 
upon  supposed  equities  acquired  by  other  parties,  while 
the  estate  was  vested  in  the  Crown,  when  no  fraud,  mis- 
representation, or  concealment  is  imputed  to  the  paten- 
tee, and  when  the  Crown,  at  the  time  of  making  the  grant, 
has  exercised  its  discretion  on  a  view  of  all  the  circum- 
stances. Just  such  a  patent  as  this  is,  lies  at  the  root  of 
every  man's  title;  thousands  of  them  have  been  issuing 
annually,  for  nearly  fifty  years.  It  is  impossible  to  tell 
in  how  many  cases  there  may  have  been  conflicting  pre- 
tensions, which  it  was  thrown  upon' the  government  to 
decide  upon ;  in  some,  no  doubt,  it  has  not  been  in  their 
power  to  grant  to  either  of  one  or  more  contending 
parties,  without  leaving  some  hardship  to  be  borne  by 
the  other;  the  utmost  care  could  not  have  avoided  this 
in  the  infinite  number  of  such  transactions.  The  mis- 
takes of  parties  as  well  as  of  public  officers,  and  mis- 

8  I  E.   &  A. 
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apprebenBions  of  various  kinds,  have  given  rise  to  oppos- 
ing claims  which  called  for  anxious  deliberations  in  the 
executive  government,  and  all  that  could  be  done  at  last, 
v^ras  to  grant  to  the  party  which  seemed  to  be  best  entitled. 
Now  if  it  really  could  be  held,  that  after  such  determina- 
tion of  the  government,  and  after  the  letters  patent 
had  been  issued  by  their  order,  the  very  party  whose 
claims  had  been  considered  and  overruled  by  them,coTild 
defeat  the  whole  effect  of  their  grant,  by  obtaining  a 
decree  in  chancery  declaring  that  the  patentee  for  the 
Crown  held  only  in  trust  for  him ;  it  is  easy  to  foresee 
the  infinite  vexation  this  would  lead  to,  and  the  anxiety 
which  must  follow.  Still,  all  that  would  be  no  argu- 
ment agaifist  this  bill,  if  upon  principle  it  could  be  sup- 
ported. It  would  then  be  for  the  legislature,  not  for  the 
courts  of  justice,  to  deal  with  the  inconvenience.  We 
agree,  hoivever,  with  the  argument  of  Mr.  Esten,  that  even 
if  it  could  be  charged  that  the  patent  had  issued  impro- 
vidently,  or  that  the  Crown  had  been  in  any  manner  mis- 
led, the  consequence  of  that  could  in  general  only  he,  that 
upon  a  proper  proceeding  by  the  Crown,  at  the  instance 
{it  might  be)  of  the  person  shewing  himself  to  be  pre- 
judiced by  it,  the  grant  slwuld  be  repealed,  and  thus  the 
land  would  again  be  vested  in  the  Crown,  which  unques- 
tionably must  be  allowed  to  exercise  its  ivill  in  disposing 
of  its  property.  There  would  even  then  be  no  obliga- 
tion upon  the  Crown  to  issue  letters  patent  to  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case ;  an  obligation,  however,  which 
this  decree  in  effect  imposes,  and  by  anticipation  en- 
forces, by  transferring  the  ownership  to  a  person  to 
whom  the  Crown  had  expressly  declined  to  grant  the 
land.  '^  If  the  land  be  granted  to  another,  there  shall 
be  a  scire  facias  also  against  the  patentee."  (a) 

Upon  the  other  point  of  this  case  also,  it  appears  to 
us  the  argument  is  conclusive  in  favour  of  the  defendant. 
The  two  hundred  acre  lot  in  questionwas  a  clergy  reserve; 
as  such,  at  the  time,  it  was  leased  for  twenty-one  years 

(a)  Com.  Dig.  2  Prerogative,  D.  80. 
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to  Buck;  it  was  subject  to  the  provisions  of  a  British 
act  of  parliament,  31  Geo.  III.,  ch.  31,  under  which  it 
might  at  any  time  be  annexed  by  the  Crown  as  an  endow- 
ment for  a  protestant  clergymen,  to  be  held  in  fee. 
Back,  therefore,  had  no  ground  for  reckoning  upon  any 
<;hance  of  purchasing,  and  he  could  confer  no  claim  of 
that  kind,  or  to  the  benefit  of  the  alleged  clause  of 
renewal,  which  was  not  at  that  time,  but  was  afterwards 
inserted  in  leases  of  Crown  reserves,  and  not  of  clergy 
reserves.     That  clause  affords  but  a  slender  foundation 
to  build  a  claim  upon,  for  with  respect  to  this  clergy 
reserve,  the  government  did  not  give  a  right  to  purchase 
which  could  interfere  with  such  disposition  of  the  land 
as  it  might  afterwards  become  necessary  to  make.    At 
any  rate,  the  twenty-one  years  expired.  Buck  having 
some  years  before  their  expiration  transferred  to  Jeffrey 
his  interest  in  this  one  acre  of  the  two  hundred  for  the 
residue  of  his  term,  reserving  a  rent  to  be  paid  hy  Jeffrey 
of  ten  shillings  annually.     Then,  not  long  after  came 
the  imperial  statute,  under  which  the  colonial  govern- 
ment was  authorized  and  directed  to  make  sale  of  clergy 
reserves.    Jeffrey  continued  on  his  acre  of  land,  a  mere 
tenant  at  sufferance,  so  far  as  the  Grown  was  concerned, 
und  having  no  other  footing  as  regarded  the  Crown  for 
about  six  years.    Then  the  government,  on  an  applica- 
tion made  to  them  by  Grundy,  contracted  to  sell  to  him 
this  lot.     Granting,  then,  that  the  government  had 
adopted,  as  a  general  rule,  the  equitable  resolution  to 
protect  the  former  lessees  in  such  cases  as  far  as  they 
might  consistently  with  their  public  duty,  still  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say,  that  it  is  a  reasonable  or  natural  exten- 
sion of  such  a  rule,  that  the  Crown  should  be  expected, 
still  less  that  it  should  be  compelled,  to  regard  every  sub- 
holder  of  their  former  lessee,of  however  minute  a  fraction 
of  the  lot,  and  at  whatever  distance  of  time  after  the 
expiration  of  the  lease,  as  entitled  to  a  pre-emptive  right 
of  his  fraction.    I  should  not  have  expected  that  the 
Crown  would  agree  to  prejudice  (as  it  might  very  materi- 
ally do)  the  sale  of  the  whole  lot,  by  allowing  a  part  of 
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it  to  be  held  under  a  separate  title,  nor  do  I  think,  a» 
regards  the  person  who  might  have  formerly  leased  the 
whole  lot  from  the  Crown,  and  assigned  his  interest  in  a- 
field,  or  in  an  acre  of  it,  that  such  a  principle  would  be 
just  or  reasonable  in  its  application ;  in  some  cases  it 
might  be,  in  ottiers  not.  But  here  it  is  in  proof,  that 
after  this  lease  had  run  out,  Jeffrey  actually  held  as  a- 
tenant  under  Buttel,  the  assignee  of  Biick,'S,nd  paid  a- 
yearly  rent  of  £15 ;  surely  then  he  could  not  stand  in 
the  way  of  Buttel  obtaining  from  the  Crown  a  right  para-^ 
mount  to  his  in  this  one  acre,  for  he  acknowledged  him 
as  his  landlord.  But  independently  of  the  objections  to 
his  claim  in  reason,  and  independently  also  of  the  con- 
sideration, that  it  was  for  the  Crown  to  determine,  as- 
they  did,conclusively  upon  his  claim,this  decree  certainly 
deals  more  rigidly  with  regard  to  the  supposed  pre- 
emption right  resting  on  such  a  foundation  as  is  alleged 
here,  and  springing  from  the  mere  grace  of  the  Crown^ 
than  it  would  be  right  to  do  if  the  same  privilege  on 
no  other  foundation  were  claimed  as  having  been  con- 
ceded by  a  subject.  I  do  not  consider  that  Jeffrey's 
right  to  be  admitted  to  purchase  is  made  out  conclusively 
so  that  we  could  found  on  it  any  decree  in  an  ordinary 
case  between  subject  and  subject.  Whatever  his  claim 
was,  it  was  made  known  to  the  Crown  before  any  patent 
issued,  and  on  a  review  and  consideration  of  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  Crown  made  the  patent  under  which  the 
appellant  claims,  and  declined  to  grant  to  the  respon- 
dent. There  was  no  equity  in  Jeffrey  as  against  the 
Crown  before  the  land  was  granted,  and  if  any  unfair 
conduct  in  the  appellant,  in  obtaining  the  patent,  would 
entitle  a  court  of  equity  to  decree  a  trust  in  favour  of 
Jeffrey,  arising  out  of  transactions  antecedent  to  the 
patent,  yet  no  such  misconduct  was  shewn.  It  is  impos- 
sible to  hold,  that  a  man  insisting  openly  upon  his  right, 
and  taking  what  the  Cro^n  gives  him  with  a  knowledge 
of  all  the  facts,  is  guilty  of  fraud.  That  is  not  indeed 
pretended,  and  if  a  case  of  imposition  on  the  Crown  had 
been  made  out,  the  only  result  of  that  would  be,  that  the 
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patent  should  be  repealed,  and  the  Grown  left  to  dispose 
•of  its  land  as  it  might  find  to  be  consistent  with  justice. 
"Whereas,  this  decree  makes  the  grantee  of  the  Crown  a 
i^rustee  for  the  plaintiff,  although  no  fraud  in  obtaining 
the  grant  is  alleged  to  have  been  practised  by  any  one, 
and  nothing  is  shewn  that  could  upon  any  view  of  the 
^ase  be  considered  to  give  the  Court  of  Chancery  juris- 
diction in  equity  to  set  aside  the  grant,  and  to  decree,  as 
is  done  here,  that  the  patentee  shall  convey  to  the  person 
-whose  interest  the  Crown  has  refused  to  recognise. 

Per  Cur. — Decree  reversed,  and  bill  dismissed 
with  costs. 


IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL. 

[Btifore  the  Hon.  J.  B.  Rqbinson,  Chief  Justice ;  the 
Hon.  Jonas  Jones,  Ex.  C. ;  the  Hon.  J.  B.  Macaulay, 
Ex.  C. ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  McLean  ;  and  the  Hon. 
H.  S.  Jameson,  Vice-Chancellor  of  Upper  Canada,] 

(March  i6,  17,  and  April  6,  1846.^ 

Om  as  Appbal  from  the  Decision  of  his    Honour  the  Vicb- 
Chancellor  of  Upper  Canada. 


3etiveen  John  Young  Bown,  Appellant,   and  Alden 
Baber  West,  Respondent. 

Indian  rights — Recision  of  contract. 

"Where  a  party,  complaining  of  fraud  in  the  execution  of  a  contract, 
filed  a  bill  to  have  it  rescinded,  and  it  appeared  that  after  dis- 
covering what  was  alleged  as  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  the 
vendee  had  continued  to  deal  with  the  property,  the  subject  of 
the  contract : 

Jleld,  that  on  that  account,  if  even  the  fraud  had  been  clearly 
established,  the  vendee  was  not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed,  and 
that  the  same  rule  must  prevail  in  granting  or  refusing  relief  in 
cases  where  the  title  to  the  lands  in  question  is  vested  in  the 
Crown,  as  where  the  lauds  have  been  granted. 

Mr.  Blake  and  Mr.  Brov^h,  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Sullivan  and  Mr.  Esten,  for  respondent. 
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The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

EoBiNSON,  C.J. — The  plaintiff  in  this  cause  complains 
of  the  defendant  having  deceived  him  in  the  sale  of 
some  real  property,  or  rather  of  the  defendant's  interest 
in  it ;  and  he  prays  to  have  the  contract  rescinded  on 
the  ground  of  fraud,  or  that  compensation  maybe  made 
for  an  alleged  deficiency  in  the  quantity  of  land,  which 
he  was  led  to  believe  he  was  acquiring.  Enough  is 
disclosed  in  the  case  to  enable  us  to  see,  that  the  contract 
between  these  parties  was  for  the  sale  of  what  is  com  - 
monly  called  in  this  country  Indian  lands,  being  part  of 
the  large  tract  on  the  Grand  river,  in  the  district  of  Gore, 
which  the  Government  of  the  province  of  Quebec,  be- 
fore the  division  of  the  province  into  Upper  and  Lower 
Canada,  set  apart  and  reserved  for  the  exclusive  occu- 
pation of  the  Six  Nations  of  Indians,  who  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  American  rebellion  were  compelled  to 
abandon  their  former  possessions  in  the  revolted  colo- 
nies, on  account  of  their  adherence  to  the  British  Crown* 

The  government,  we  know,  always  made  it  their  care 
to  protect  the  Indians,  so  far  as  they  could,  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  their  property,  and  to  guard  them  against  being 
imposed  upon  and  dispossessed  by  the  white  inhabitants. 
What  particular  legulations  have  been  made  with  thi& 
view,  was  not  in  evidence  in  this  cause ;  but  we  cannot 
be  supposed  to  be  ignorant  of  the  general  policy  of  the 
government,  in  regard  to  the  Indians,  so  far  as  it  has 
been  made  manifest  from  time  to  time  by  orders  of  council 
and  proclamations,  of  which  all  people  were  expected 
and  required  to  take  notice.  In  the  second  year  of 
Queen  Victoria,  a  statute  was  passed,  (ch.l5,)  the  object 
of  which  was  to  prevent  trespasses  upon  lands  reserved 
for  the  Indians;  ithas  no  provisions  which  can  affect  the 
case  before  us.  But  we  know  that  beside  this  attempt 
to  restrain  people  from  intruding  as  trespassers  upon 
Indian  lands,  the  government  has  always  been  desirous 
to  deter  and  prevent  white  inhabitants  from  bargaining 
with  the  Indians  for  the  purchase  of  their  lands,  though 
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their  efforts  to  that  end  had  been  very  far  from  effectual. 
In  the  case  of  Doe  on  the  demise  of  Jackson  v.  Wilkes,  (a) 
to  which  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  alluded  in  his 
judgment  in  this  cause,  the  nature  of  the  Indian  title 
or  right  to  this  territory  upon  the  Grand  river,  came 
under  the  consideration  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
and  what  was  before  known  to  every  person  conversant 
with  the  public  acts  of  the  government  of  Upper  Canada 
at  an  early  day,  was  in  that  case  proved.  This  large 
tract  of  land  on  the  Grand  Biver,  extending  from  the 
mouth  of  the  river  on  Lake  Erie,  to  its  source,  and  com- 
prising a  breadth  of  six  miles  on  each  side  of  the  river» 
having  been  with  other  lands  purchased  by  tne  govern- 
ment from  its  aboriginal  inhabitants  of  the  Chippawa 
nation,  was  set  apart  by  the  government  for  the 
exclusive  use  and  occupation  of  the  Six  Nations  of 
Indians ;  and  the  intention  of  the  government  to  retainit 
always  for  their  use  and  benefit,  was  formally  declared 
in  an  instrument  signed  by  General  Haldimandf  gover- 
nor in  chief  of  the  province  of  Quebec,  in  the  year  1784, 
and  sealed,  not  with  the  great  seal  of  the  province,  which 
would  have  been  necessary  to  constitute  it  a  patent,  but 
with  the  seal  at  arms  of  General  Haldimand.  The 
government  of  Upper  Canada,  acting  not  by  any  means 
in  derogation  of  the  rights  of  the  Six  Nations  of  Indians, 
but  acting  on  their  behalf  and  for  their  benefit,  and  upon 
a  full  understanding  with  tbem,  has  disposed  from  time 
to  time  of  parcels  of  this  territory  in  order  to  raise  funds 
for  the  support  and  assistance  of  the  Six  Nations.  In 
the  ejectment  case  in  the  Queen' s  Bench ,  which  has  been 
referred  to,  Jackson,  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  was  a 
purchaser  of  a  small  piece  of  this  land  which  had  been 
thus  sold  for  the  Indians  through  the  agency  of  the 
government,  and  he  claimed  under  a  patent  from  the 
Crown,  which  had  been  issued  to  him  in  1885,  on  the 
completion  of  his  purchase.  Wilkes,  the  defendant,  being 
in  occupation  of  that  piece  of  land,  (but  by  what  right  it 
did  not  appear,)  endeavoured  to  maintain  himself  in 

(a)  4  g.  B.  O.  S.  142. 
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possession  by  contendmgthat  the  patent  to  Jac/c8onwB»s 
invalid,  by  reason  that  the  Grown  had  divested  itself  of 
the  legal  estate  in  the  land  by  the  instrument  made  by 
Governor  Haldimand,  in  1784,  and  was  therefore  not  in 
^  condition  to  make  the  grant  to  Jackson  in  1835,  under 
which  he  claimed.  The  Court  of  King's  Bench  decided 
against  the  objection,  for  the  reasons  given  in  their  judg 
ment,  and  upheld  Jackson's  title,  considering  that  the 
Crown  was  not  divested  of  the  legal  estate  by  the  instru- 
ment which  Governor  HaJdimand  had  signed.  I  am 
not  surprised  that  it  should  have  appeared  to  his  Honour 
the  Vice-Chancellor  to  follow,  as  a  consequence  of  this 
judgment,  that  the  interest  which  Bown,  the  plaintiff  in 
this  suit,  represents  himself  to  have  bargained  for  with 
the  assignee  of  the  Indian,  Duncan^  was  not  such  an 
interest  as  can  form  the  foundation  for  a  bill  for  relief. 
The  truth,  no  doubt,  is,  that  he  and  the  defendant  West 
were  bargaining  about  lands  which,  though  they  have 
been  attempted  to  be  passed  from  one  person  to  another 
by  various  transfers,  belonged  all  the  time  wholly  to  the 
Crown ;  they  were  lands  which  the  whole  of  the  Indians 
in  a  body  could  not  have  alienated,  because  they  had 
no  legal  estate  in  them,  and  of  which  any  individual 
Indian  could  still  less  pretend  a  right  to  alienate  any 
particular  part. 

This  was  undoubtedly  the  fact,  looking  merely  at  the 
actual  state  of  the  legal  title,  and  without  considering 
the  proclamations  which  are  known  to  have  been  issued 
from  time  to  time  by  the  government,  forbidding  people 
from  presuming  to  purchase  what  it  was  declared  the 
Indians  had  no  right  to  sell ;  and  which  proclamations, 
though  they  might  not  be  allowed  to  affect  the  legal 
rights  of  the  parties,  might  perhaps  be  found  entitled  to 
weight  in  considering  a  claim  to  equitable  relief.  If  the 
government  indeed  had  been  determined  rigidly  to  pre- 
vent all  traflBcking  with  the  Indians  for  the  lands  which 
they  were  allowed  to  occupy,  they  could  perhaps  not 
have  taken  any  measure  more  effectual  and  expedient 
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for  that  parpose,  than  by  procuring  a  legislative  provi- 
sion, that  no  right  or  interest  which  any  party  should 
pretend  to  acquire  by  any  such  transfer,  should  be  made 
the  subject  of  any  suit  or  remedy  in  courts  of  law  or 
equity.  But  in  the  absence  of  any  such  enactment,  I 
think  we  cannot  go  the  length  of  holding  that  no  equity 
could  grow  out  of  the  dealing  which  the  parties  in  this 
suit  have  had,  and  for  this  reason  only,  that  the  lands, 
respecting  which  the  plaintiff  says  he  was  bargaining, 
belonged  at  the  time  to  the  Grown ;  and  we  are  the 
more  unable  to  refuse  to  go  into  the  case  upon  that 
ground,  when  we  find  it  relied  upon  as  a  part  of  the 
plaintiff's  case,  and  not  denied,  and  when  indeed  every 
one  knows  the  fact  to  be,  that  the  government,  in  pro- 
ceeding as  they  have  done,  to  sell  portions  of  this  Indian 
tract  for  the  benefit  of  the  Indians,  have  in  general  made 
it  their  rule  to  protect  the  white  men  whom  they  find  in 
possession  of  portions  of  the  lands  under  purchases  or 
agreements  with  the  Indians,  to  this  extent  that  they 
reserve  to  them  a  right  of  pre-emption  in  the  lands  which 
they  have  occupied  and  improved.  This  may  in  solne 
cases,  according  to  the  extent  and  value  of  the  land 
occupied,  be  a  very  substantial  interest,  and  such  as  a 
court  of  equity  could  hardly  refuse  to  acknowledge 
when  they  are  applied  to  with  a  view  to  obtaining  a 
remedy  against  positive  fraud.  These  dealings  in  this 
country  respecting  land  of  which  the  legal  estate  is  still 
in  the  Crown,  or  of  which  the  Crown  has  divested  itself 
after  it  had  become  the  subject  of  contracts  and  agree- 
ments between  individuals,  are  very  likely  to  give  rise 
to  peculiar  equities,  which  the  courts  here  may  have  to 
decide  upon  without  the  aid  of  cases  adjudged  in  Eng- 
land upon  the  same  points.  The  case  of  Boulton  v.  Jef- 
frey, (a)  which  was  determined  by  this  court  last  year, 
in  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  is  one  of  that 
description ;  and  it  seems  to  have  presented  itself  to 
theVice-Cbancellor  as  material  to  be  considered  in  con- 
nexion with  the  case  now  before  us.    But  an  examina- 

(a)  Ante  page  iii. 
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tion  of  the  grounds  on  which  that  case  was  decided, 
which  were  fully  stated  in  giving  judgment,  wdll  shew,  I 
think,  that  we  cannot  derive  much  aid  from  it  in  decid- 
ing the  present.  What  seems  to  have  struck  his  Honour 
the  Vice -Chancellor  as  a  point  in  that  case  which  might 
apply  in  this,  was,  that  the  Court  of  Appeal  objected 
to  entertaining  alleged  equities  as  arising  out  of  trans- 
actions between  individuals  respecting  lands,  the  legal 
estate  in  which  was  at  the  time  wholly  in  the  Crown ; 
but  that  was  not  exactly  the  ground.  There  the  king, 
while  he  owned  the  estate,  had  leased  it  for  a  term  of 
years;  and  the  lessee  had  sub-let  a  small  portion  of  the 
land,  and  had  assigned  his  interest  in  it,  respecting 
which  small  portion  of  the  lot  there  had  been  several 
transactions  ;  and  afterwards,  when  the  term  had  ex- 
pired, and  the  Crown  sold  the  whole  lot  to  a  purchaser, 
who  in  regard  to  any  real  or  supposed  right  of  renewal 
represented  the  lessee  of  the  whole  lot,  the  person  who 
held  the  temporary  interest  in  the  small  portion  under 
the  first  lessee,  set  up  a  right  to  be  allowed  to  acquire 
the  fee  in  that  small  portion  by  purchase,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  purchaser  of  the  whole  lot.  The 
government  took  the  claims  of  the  parties  into  their 
consideration,  and  on  their  view  of  what  was  reason- 
able, declined  to  separate  the  small  portion  of  the  lot 
from  the  other  on  the  sale,  and  made  their  patent  for 
the  whole  lot  to  the  person  claiming  under  the  original 
lessee.  It  appeared  to  the  court,  that  it  would  be  un- 
reasonable in  itself,  and  would  tend  to  unsettle  titles 
to  a  degree  very  unjust  and  prejudicial,  if  after  the 
government,  in  such  cases,  had  decided  upon  the  claims 
of  parties,  and  had  issued  their  patent  upon  their  view 
of  what  each  had  a  right  to  expect  from  them,  the 
parties  who  had  been  urging  their  claims  before  the 
government,  should  afterwards  be  allowed  to  go  behind 
the  patent,  and  attack  each  other  upon  equities  grow- 
ing out  of  their  contracts  antecedent  to  its  issuing. 

This  was  one  consideration  of  several  on  which  the 
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case  of  BouLton  v.  Jeffrey  was  decided.     To  what  extent 
it  would  be  right  to  maintain  that  principle,  it  was  not 
necessary  to  determine,  because  the  court  independently 
of  it,  and  upon  the  facts  shown  by  the  parties,  was  of 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  make  out  a  claim  to 
such  a  decree  as  he  prayed  for ;  and  besides,  that  case 
didnot^asregardsanyconsiderationofthiskind^resemble 
the  present,  where  the  Grown  has  made  no  patent  to 
either  of  the  contending  parties,  or  to  any  one,  and  when 
other  facts  on  which  the  bill  is  founded  have  not,  as  it 
appears,  been  decided  upon  by  the  government,  or  in  any 
manner  brought  under  their  notice.     It  will  be  found  on 
examining  the  case  otBoulton  v.  Jeffrey,  that  the  Court 
of  Appeal  did  not  lay  down  a  principle  so  broad,  as  that 
there  could  not  be  a  suit  in  law  or  equity  growing  out  of 
a  contract  between  parties,  respecting  an  interest  in 
lands  which  at  the  time  were  legally  vested  in  the  Grown . 
Questions  of  this  kind  are  amongst  the  most  important 
from  local  circumstances,  that  can  arise  in  our  courts. 
It  is  of  great  consequence,  that  we  should  be  as  consis- 
tent as  possible  in  the  view  we  take  of  them,  and  this 
can  be  best  insured  by  endeavouring  to  keep  the  way 
clear  as  we  proceed.    Upon  the  merits  of  the  case  before 
us,  after  the  best  consideration  which  I  have  been  able 
to  give  to  the  pleadings  and  evidence,  I  coincide  in  the 
opinion  of  the   Vice-Ghancellor,  that  he  could  not 
properly  do  otherwise  than  dismiss  the  bill. 

The  plaintiff's  statements  in  his  bill  amount  in  sub- 
stance to  this :  first,  that  the  defendant,  in  the  early 
part  of  September,  1843,  agreed  to  sell  him,  for  ±'265, 
all  the  estate f  right,  title,  interest,  and  possession  of  him 
the  defendant,  of  and  in  a  certain  one  hundred  and 
thirty-four  acres  of  land  in  the  township  of  Brantford, 
which  are  described  by  metes  and  bounds  in  the  bill. 
Secondly,  that  in  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  the 
defendant  did,  on  the  14th  of  September,  1843,  execute 
a  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal,  by  which  he  granted, 
bargained,  sold,  &c.,  to  the   plaintiff,  his   heirs  and 
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assigns,  all  the  right,  title,  claim  possession,  and  demand 
whatsoever  of  him  the  defendant,  in  and  to  certain  deeds 
of  assignment  therein  specified,  which  deeds  are  describ- 
ed in  the  instrument  executedby  thedefendant,viz.:  "of 
and  in  the  annexed  assignment  or  quit-claim  from  John 
McDonald  to  the  said  Abraham  Bradley,  and  from  the 
said  Abraham  Bradley  to  Alden  Baker  West^  Thirdly, 
that  when  defendant  agreed  (as  plaintiff  states)  "  to  sell 
to  him  all  his  estate,  right,  title,  interest  and  possession 
ofand  in  the  one  hundred  and  thirty- four  acres  described 
in  the  bill,"  and  (as  I  understand  the  plaintiff's  state- 
ment) before  the  deed  of  the  14th  of  September,  1848, 
was  executed,  he,  the  defendant,  represented  himself  as 
having  a  leasehold,  or  some  valuable  and  transferable 
estate  of  and  in  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres 
described  in  the  bill,  and  as  being  enttiled  to  the  posses- 
siou,  and  being  in  fact  in  possession  thereof.  Fourthly, 
that  the  plaintiff  paid  i5112  10s.  on  account  of  the  pur- 
chase money  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  bargain,  and 
gave  his  note  at  seven  days'  sight  for  the  residue  of  the 
^265,  agreed  to  be  paid  by  him  as  the  purchase  money. 
Fifthly,  that  the  purchase  having  been  thus  far  com- 
pleted, the  plaintiff's  agent  in  the  transaction,  Robert 
72.  Boivn,  after  the  execution  of  the  assignment  of  the 
14th  of  September,  1848,  went  with  the  defendant  to 
view  the  premises,  and  receive  possession.  That  he 
then  received  possession  of  a  tavern,  situated  on  the  said 
tract,  which  was  occupied  by  a  tenant  of  the  defendant ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  believed  that  the  possession  so 
given  to  him  of  the  tavern,  was  given  as  possession  of 
the  whole  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres.  Sixthly, 
that  some  days  after  this,  the  plaintiff  was  informed  by 
one  Hanson,  the  tenant  of  the  defendant,  and  then  for 
the  first  time  learned,  that  the  defendant  had  only  an 
interest  in  thirty  acres  of  the  one  hundred  and  thirty- 
four,  and  had  been  in  possession  of  no  more.  Seventhly, 
that  £112  10s.,  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  is  more  than  those 
premises  are  worth,  of  which  he  obtained  possession. 
Plaintiff  charges  that  the  defendant,  when  he  agreed  to 
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sell  him  the  property,  well  knew  that  he  had  no  valuable 
interest  in  the  whole  one  hundred  and  thirty -four  acres, 
andthat  he  neither  had,  nor  was  entitled  to  have,  pos- 
session of  more  than  thirty  acres ;  that  he  induced  the 
plaintiffto  enter  into  the  agreement  by  misrepresenta- 
tions and  suppression  of  the  truth  of  matters  within  his 
own  knowledge ;  and  that  he,  the  plaintiff,  has  in  fact 
received  no  consideration  for  the  promissory  note  which 
the  defendant  holds  for  the  unpaid  portion  of  the  pur- 
chase money ;  and  he  prays  to  have  the  contract  re- 
scinded, and  the  note  ordered  to  be  delivered  up  to  him ; 
or  that  compensation  may,  if  he  elects  it,  be  decreed  by 
an  abatement  in  price. 

In  those  parts  of  his  answer  which  the  plaintiff  has 
read  in  evidence,  the  defendant  admits,  that  about  the 
year  1834,  one  William  Parker  was  in  possession  of 
about  fifteen  or  twenty  acres  of  Indian  land,  being  part 
of  the  Indian  tract  near  Brantford,  with  a  dwelling 
house  thereon ;  that  he  entered  into  treaty  mth  Parker 
for  the  purchase  of  his  right  and  interest  in  and  to  these 
premises ;  and  that  in  the  course  of  their  treaty,  Parker 
produced  as  evidence  of  his  title  to  the  premises,  an 
assignment  from  one  Duncombe,  (otherwise,  it  seems^ 
called  Duncan,)  an  Indian,  whereby  he  conveyed  to 
Parker  all  his  right,  interest,  and  possession  of  and  in 
the  said  dwelling-hovse,  and  the  land  thereto  adjoining , 
containing  one  hundred  and  twenty- four  acres  more  or 
less,  as  surveyed  by  Mr.  Lewis  Burwell,  and  including 
the  cleared  and  improved  land  which  Parker  had  offered 
to  sell  him ;  and  the  defendant  admits,  that  he  believes 
the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres  to  be  the  same 
tract  as  is  described  in  the  plaintiff's  bill.  That  he 
believed,  that  by  taking  an  assignment  of  this  deed, 
which  Parker  held  from  Duncan,  and  by  taking  posses- 
sion of  the  dwelling-house  and  cleared  land,  (which  were 
theimmediateobjectsof  his  purchase,)  he  would  acquire 
not  only  a  right  to  keep  possession  of  the  dwelling- 
bouse  and  cleared  land,  but  also  a  right  to  enter  on  the 
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remainder  of  the  surveyed  tract  of  one  hundred  and 
thirty-four  acres,  and  to  take  actual  possession  by  clear- 
ing and  fencing.  That  under  this  impression  he  gave 
£125  for  the  purchase,  and  took  an  assignment  of 
Duncan's  deed,  and  was  put  into  possession  of  the 
dwelling-house  and  cleared  land  adjoining,  and  remain- 
ed in  possession  from  that  time  till  the  sale  to  Robert 
R.  Bowny  plaintiff's  agent. 

This  is  the  account  he  gives  of  the  origin,  nature,  and 
extent  of  his  own  title.  He  then  says,  that  while  he 
was  thus  in  possession  he  cleared  and  improved  about 
fifteen  or  twenty  acres  more  of  the  tract  of  one  hundred 
and  thirty- four  acres,  and  enclosed  the  whole  cleared 
land,  being  about  thirty-five  acres,  and  built  a  tavern 
thereon  with  out-houses.  That  one  Bradley,  while 
defendant  was  in  possession,  held  the  deed  from  Duncan 
to  Parker,  and  the  assignment  of  it  to  the  defendant, 
as  a  security  for  a  debt  due  to  him  by  the  defendant;  of 
which  circumstance  the  defendant  informed  Robert  R. 
Bown,  who  thereupon  advanced  him  £62  10s.,  in  order 
to  enable  him  to  pay  Bradley  his  debt,  and  take  up  the 
deeds,  which  the  defendant  had  told  him  must  be  done 
before  he  could  transfer  the  writings  to  him.  That  the 
defendant  then  paid  Bradley,  and  got  his  deeds,  inclu- 
ding (as  the  answer  says)  the  deeds  from  Duncan  to 
Parker,  and  from  Parker  to  the  defendant,  (what  other 
deeds  besides  these  there  could  have  been  we  are  left  to 
conjecture,  for  no  other  deeds  than  those  two  had  been 
hitherto  mentioned,  either  in  the  answer  or  the  bill.) 
He  says  he  exhibited  these  deeds  to  Robert  R,  Bown, 
who  examined  them,  and  expressed  himself  perfectly 
satisfied  with  them.  This  is  the  whole  amount  of  the 
defendant's  admissions  read  in  evidence.  On  the  other 
hand  he  denies,  in  his  answer,  (folio  27,)  that  such  nego- 
ciation  as  is  mentioned  in  the  bill,  or  any  other  negocia- 
tion  than  as  he  the  defendant  relates,  was  at  any  time 
concluded,  "or  that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  purchase  the 
interest  or  possession  of  defendant,  or  any  other  estate. 
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interest  or  possession  of  or  in  the  premises  in  the  said 
bill  mentioned." 

The  defendant  states,  that  when  the  agreement  was 
made,  and  until  after  the  transfer  by  him  had  been 
actually  signed,  he  knew  nothing  of  any  one  but  Robert 
R.  Bown  in  the  transaction,  and  considered  he  was 
dealing  with  him  as  principal,  and  not  with  the  plaintiff, 
his  son.  It  is  possible,  therefore,  that  in  the  last  section 
of  this  part  of  his  answer,  he  may  only  intend  to  deny 
that  he  made  with  the  plaintiff  any  such  agreement  as 
is  stated  in  the  bill ;  but  still  he  does  deny  in  general 
terms  any  negociations  about  a  purchase,  except  such 
as  he  himself  sets  out ;  and  in  folio  24  of  his  answer, 
expressly  declares,  that  except  as  he  has  stated  in  his 
answer,  **no  agreement  was  at  any  time  entered  into  by 
and  between  defendant  and  plaintiff,  nor  any  agreement 
by  or  between  any  other  parties  for  the  sale  or  the  pur- 
chase of  the  premises  in  the  said  bill  mentioned,  or  any 
part  thereof;''  so  that  the  answer  does  in  fact  deny  any 
agreement  by  the  defendant  for  sale  of  the  premises, 
except  such  an  agreement  as  he  himself  states  ;  and 
does  therefore  deny  the  allegation  in  the  bill,  on  which 
the  whole  equity  was  founded,  that  in  September,  1843, 
he  agreed  to  sell  to  plaintiff,  for  £265, ''  all  the  estate, 
right,  title,  interest,  and  possession  of  the  defendant  of 
and  in  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres  of  the  land 
described  in  the  bill ;"  unless  the  agreement,  as  it  is 
stated  in  the  answer,  amounts  to  that.     That  depends 
upon  the  construction  which  it  is  fair  to  give  the  words 
** premises,*^  ^*  premises  aforesaid,'*  &c.,  as  used  in  vari- 
ous places  between  the  third  and  ninth  folios  of  the 
answer.     The  point  does  not  seem  very  clear,  and  in- 
deed so  far  as  anything  said  by  the  defendant,  in  these 
parts  of  his  answer  last  referred  to,  could  furnish  any 
admission  of  an  agreement  not  proved  by  writing,  and 
thus  serve  to  help  the  plaintiff,  were  the  difficulty  cre- 
ated by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  it  is  to  no  purpose  to 
weigh  their  precise  import,  because  the  plaintiff  has  not 
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made  those  statements  in  the  answer  evidence  hy  read- 
ing them.  It  is  only  necessary  to  consider  the  transfer 
in  connexion  with  such  parts  of  the  answer  as  refer  to 
them  under  the  saving  words,  "  except  as  aforesaid/' 
with  a  view  to  consider  what  the  defendant  can  be 
properly  said  to  have  denied  on  his  oath,  and  what  the 
plaintiff  is  consequently  under  the  necessity  of  proving 
by  such  evidence  as  the  practice  in  equity  requires. 
Having  read  over  these  passages  repeatedly,  and  with 
attention,  I  cannot  satisfy  myself  that  we  can  justly 
understand  the  defendant  as  saying  any  thing  more  in 
his  account  of  the  bargain,  as  given  in  his  answer  from 
the  beginning  to  the  ninth  folio,  than  that  he  bought 
from  Mr.  Parker  the  premises  which  he  occupied, 
namely,  the  house  and  cleared  land  of  which  he  was 
in  possession,  hoping  to  acquire,  by  such  purchase  and 
subsequent  extension  of  his  improvements,  an  interest 
in  a  further  part  of  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four 
acres,  or  in  the  whole  of  it,  through  Duncan's  deed  to 
Parker,  of  which  he  took  an  assignment;  and  when  he 
states  in  the  fifth  folio,  that  he  cleared  fifteen  or  twenty 
acres  more,  and  fenced  the  whole  clearing  of  thirty-five 
acres,  and  built  thereon  a  tavern  and  out-houses,  and 
directly  after  states  that  Robert  It.  Bown  came  and 
offered  him  $1000 /or  the  premises  aforesaid,  I  think  he 
means  for  the  premises  which  he  had  so  described,  and 
which  he  had  reduced  to  possession,  that  is,  the  tavern 
and  cleared  land  which  he  could  deliver  over,  and  not 
the  unimproved  remainder  of  the  one  hundred  and  thirty 
four  acres,  which  he  had  merely  hoped  to  add  to  his 
possession  in  proportion  as  he  could  clear  and  improve 
it ;  but  which  unimproved  remainder  of  the  tract  (as 
Burwell  had  surveyed  it)  he  does  seem  to  have  been 
quite  willing  that  Botvn  should  have  the  same  claim  to 
that  he  had,  that  is  the  claim  of  making  whatever  he 
could  of  it,  under  the  writings  which  he  was  transferring 
to  him.  Thus  stands  the  case  upon  the  bill  and  answer, 
in  regard  to  the  plaintiff's  first  allegation  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  interest  and  property  sold  to  him,  but  in- 
dependently of  any  question  on  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
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which  it  will  be  necesBary  hereafter  to  consider.  In 
regard  to  the  plaintiff's  next  allegation  of  what  the 
defendant  did  actually  assure  by  the  deed  of  14th  Sep- 
tember, 1848,  there  is  no  question,  because  the  deed  is 
truly  set  out,  and  speaks  for  itself.  Then  as  to  the 
plaintiff's  statement,  that ''  defendant  represented  him- 
self as  having  a  leasehold  or  some  valuable  and  transfer- 
able estate  of  and  in  the  ane  hundred  and  thirty-four 
acres  described  in  the  billy  and  as  being  entitled  to  the 
possession,  and  being  in  fact  iti  possession  thereof'*  the 
plaintiff  has  certainly  not  read  from  the  answer  any 
admission  of  that  charge,  and  the  answer  (folios  10, 16 
and  28,)  negatives  such  representation,  not  perhaps  in 
terms  so  precise  as  it  might  have  done ;  though  when 
the  defendant  in  folio  twenty-three  swears  that  **  except 
as  aforesaid,**  he  did  not  at  any  time  represent  himself 
as  having  any  valuable  or  transferable,  or  other  estate 
or  interest  of  or  in  the  tract  of  land,  in  the  said  bill 
described,  (that  is  the  whole  of  the  one  hundred  and 
thirty-four  acres,)  either  as  being  entitled  to,  or  being  in 
fact  in  the  possession  thereof;  and  when  there  is  nothing 
in  the  answer  acknowledging  any  such  representation, 
or  amounting  to  it,  we  cannot  say  that  there  is  not  such 
a  denial  of  the  representation  alleged  as  throws  upon 
the  plaintiff  the  whole  burthen  of  proving  it.  The 
statements  in  the  bill,  of  the  defendant  having  gone 
after  the  sale  and  put  plaintiff's  agent  in  possession  of 
the  tavern,  giving  it  to  him  as  possession  of  and  for  the 
whole  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres,  are  clearly 
and  explicitly  denied ;  and  as  to  the  charge,  which  is 
indispensable  to  the  case  as  one  of  fraud,  viz.,  that  the 
defendant  well  knew,  when  he  made  the  agreement,  that 
he  had  no  interest  in  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four 
acres,  and  that  be  neither  had,  nor  was  entitled  to  have, 
possession  of  more  than  thirty  acres,  he,  the  defendant, 
denies  that  he  had  ever  represented  himself  to  be  so 
entitled,  or  in  possession  of  the  one  hundred  and  thirty- 
four  acres ;  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  disclaim 
any  knowledge  of  his  want  of  interest  or  title  to  such 
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possession,  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  himself  from  a 
charge  of  positive  misrepresentation ;  but  so  far  as  it 
might  be  necessary  to  relieve  himself  from  the  charge 
of  fraudulent  concealment  of  his  knowledge  of  the  non- 
existence of  certain  facts  which  he  must  have  known  the 
plaintiff  to  have  believed  in,  and  by  which  he  must  have 
supposed  him  to  have  been  influenced  in  making  the 
pqrchase,  it  would  be  material  to  the  defendant  to  deny 
the  guilty  knowledge  imputed  to  him,  notwithstanding 
he  had  made  no  direct  representation  inconsistent  with 
it.  The  answer  does  contain  such  a  denial,  for  the 
defendant  swears  (folio  67)  that  except  as  he  had  before 
stated,  he  did  not  know  that  he  had  not  any  valuable  or 
assignable  interest  in  the  whole  of  the  premises  in  the 
bill  mentioned,  or  that  he  neither  had  in  fact,  nor  was 
entitled  to  have,  the  possession  thereof,  nor  any  greater 
portion  than  thirty  acres  or  thereabouts.  What  he  did 
know  on  the  subject,  is  what  the  deeds  disclosed,  and 
what  he  has  before  stated  as  to  the  condition  of  the 
premises.  Thus  the  case  appears  to  stand  upon  the  bill 
and  answer. 

Then  we  have  to  consider  that  the  plaintiff  grounds 
his  claim  to  relief  on  an  allegation  that  the  defendant 
agreed  to  sell  him  ''  all  his  estate,  right,  title,  interest 
and  possession  of  and  in  the  certain  one  hundred  and 
thirty-four  acres  described  by  metes  and  bounds  in  the 
bill,"  and  he  produced  the  deed  made  upon  the  occasion 
of  the  sale,  which  instead  of  conveying  "  aJl  Ike  defend- 
ant's right"  <bc.,  to  any  particular  one  hundred  and 
thirty-four  acres  of  land,  merely  assigns  and  transfers 
all  the  defendant's  right,  title,  claim,  possession  and 
demand  of,  in  and  to  "a  certain  paper  annexed  to  the 
deed,*'  which  is  therein  described  as  an  assignment  or 
quit-claim  from  one  McDonald  to  Bradley,  and  from 
Bradley  to  the  defendant.  Assigning  all  a  man's  right 
and  interest  in  a  certain  tract  of  land,  is  a  very  dis- 
tinct thing  fronx  assigning  all  his  right  and  title  to  a 
certain  paper  which  concerns  that  land,  even  supposing 
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the  land  referred  to  in  the  one  case,  and  m  the  other 
to  be  clearly  and  completely  identical. 

Besides,  the  deed  from  McDonald  to  Bradley  did  not 
assume  to  convey  a  title  to  any  land,  but  only  assigned 
to  Bradley  his  right  and  claim  in  a  certain  sheriffs  deed 
or  asngnment  annexed.  McDonald's  deed  was  made  on 
the  12th  January,  1842 ;  the  sheriff's  deed  annexed, 
was  made  29th  March,  1888,  and  purported  that  upon  a 
writ  of  Ji.  fa.,  in  which  one  Barry  was  plaintiff  against 
this  defendant  Weet  and  one  LoJor,  defendants,  he,  the 
sheriflT,  had  seized  as  a  chattel  of  Lodor's  an  unexpired 
term  of  twenty-one  years,  in  certain  lands  specified  in 
an  assignment  thereunto  annexed,  dated  the  28th  July, 
1885,  from  Parker ;  which  assignment  one  would 
expect  to  find  was  an  assignment  to  Lodor,  but  it  is  in 
fact  an  assignment  to  this  defendant  West,  the  other 
debtor  in  the  Ji.  fa.,  who  it  appears  did  on  the  8th  Feb- 
ruary, 1887,  assign  to  Lodor,  by  writing  endorsed,  all 
his  interest  in  the  instrument  executed  to  him  by 
Parker,  and  the  sheriff  by  his  deed  assigns  to  McDonald, 
for  £96,  as  being  purchaser  at  the  sale  the  residue  of 
the  term  of  twenty-one  years  assigned  by  Parker  to  de^ 
fondant  West ;  but  first  created  by  a  deed  of  the  Indian 
Dtmcan,  made  20th  December,  1881,  granting  a  lease 
for  twenty-one  years  to  Parker. 

Then,  when  we  come  to  look  at  the  deed  by  which 
Parker  assigned  to  West,  and  which  is  the  foundation 
up  to  that  time  of  all  this  chain  of  title,  we  find  it  a 
deed  by  wbich  Parker  assigns  to  West,  not  any  one 
hundred  and  thirty- four  acres  of  land,  but  **  all  his 
improvements  in  a  certain  one  hundred  and  thirty-four 
acres  of  land  described  by  metes  and  bounds "  in  the 
deed,  and  which  is  the  same  as  the  plaintiff  described 
in  his  bill.  There  seems  to  be  some  confusion  in  the 
matter,  for  this  deed,  instead  of  being  what  the  sheriff's 
deed  describes  it,  an  assignment  of  a  term  of  twenty- 
one  years,  is  a  conveyance  to  hold  to  West  in  fee ;  but 
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in  the  habendum^  as  well  as  in  the  granting  part»  the 
conveyance  is  confined  to  the  improvements  and  build" 
inga  only.  I  mean  that  the  deed  does  not  profess  and 
assume  to  make  a  title  to  any  thing  else,  but  it  does  in 
the  conclusion  add,  that  the  grantor  thereby  assigns  to 
West,  his  heirs  and  assigns, "  all  right,  title  and  interest 
which  he  has  or  can  pretend  to,  to  and  in  the  land  alnwe 
described,  (that  is  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres), 
substituting  the  said  West  in  his  full  right  to^  and  place 
in,  the  premises  above  described,^  and  concluding  thus, 
"  turning  and  transferring  from  me  to  the  said  West^ 
ftc,  the  said  lands  and  premises  with  all  that  has  foI« 
lowed  or  may  follow  them."  It  can  hardly  fail  to  strike 
one  here,  how  differently  Parker,  from  whom  this  de- 
fendant received  his  title,  ventured  to  deal  with  the 
one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres  generally,  and  with 
that  part  of  it  which  he  had  cleared  and  occupied ;  the 
latter  portion  he  takes  upon  himself  to  convey  as  people 
ordinarily  convey  an  estate,  but  when  he  speaks  of  the 
lands  above  described,  including  the  one  hundred  and 
thirty-four,  he  ventures  only  to  "  turn  over  his  right  to 
West,''  and  puts  him  in  "  his  place,''  with  "  all  thaJt 
mayfoUow  them."  I  mention  this  as  tending  to  make 
very  probable  the  defendant's  statement,  that  he  had 
made  his  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  with  similar  cau- 
tion to  that  which  had  been  used  in  selling  out  this  non-^ 
descript  title  to  himself.  When  Parker  made  this  deed 
to  West,  he  held  a  deed  dated  10th  March,  1884,  made 
by  the  Indian  Duncan  to  him,  assigning  as  Parker 
afterwards  did  his  buildings  and  imvrovements  made  on 
the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres.  And  this  deed 
is  more  remarkable,  because  Duncan  covenants  only 
that  '*  he  is  the  true  owner  of  the  improvements  and 
buildings,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  Indians  by  his 
own  labour  having  made  the  same ;"  and  he  therefore 
takes  upon  himself  to  convey  the  buildings  and  im- 
provements to  Parker  injee,  and  to  give  this  covenant 
that  he  had  a  right  to  sell  them.  But  in  the  same  spirit 
that  Parker  afterwards  acted  in  assigning  to  West, 
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be  quits  claim  and  surrenders  up  in  addition,  all  the 
right  and  interest  (whatever  it  might  be)  which  he  had 
to  the  whole  described  tract  of  one  hundred  and  thirty- 
four  acres ;  engaging  that  if  ever  the  Indians  should  yield 
up  the  land  to  the  King,  whereby  Parker  might  have  an 
opportunity  to  purchase,  he  would  do  nothing  to  oppose 
his  claim,and  would  not  cause  or  advise  any  other  Indian 
to  make  claim  to  it ;  but  as  far  as  he  could,  he  would 
protect  him  in  the  peaceable  possession  of  it.  It  does 
not  appear  from  these  papers  from  what  quarter  the 
sheriff  could  have  taken,  his  idea  of  a  term  of  twenty- 
one  years ;  but  the  document  printed  as  exhibit  £, 
explains  it.  That  was  a  deed  made  20th  of  December, 
1881,  by  Duncan  Parker,  leasing  for  a  small  annual 
rent,  for  twenty-one  years,  two  hundred  acres  of  land 
•described  by  metes  and  bounds,  which  carry  the  Umite 
-en  one  side  **to  the  farm  or  land  occupied  or  possessed 
by  the  widow  TutUe'' — (which  is  important  as  shewing 
that  no  one,  claiming  under  this  deed  at  least,  could 
suppose  he  had  a  right  to  interfere  with  Mrs.  Tuttle's 
possession.)  In  this  deed  Duncan  covenants,  that 
Parker  shall  enjoy  all  the  premises  demised  during  the 
term.  Of  course  if  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four 
acres,  as  described,  form  part  of  the  tract  described  in 
this  lease,  then  the  deed  to  Parker,  in  1830,  from  the 
same  person,  of  all  his  interest  in  the  lands,  would 
•extinguish  the  term  that  was  by  this  deed  granted  to 
him  ;  but  still  as  the  sheriff  did  sell  the  residue  of  a 
term  only,  specifying  its  commencement  and  duration, 
and  not  all  the  interest  which  the  debtor  had  in  the  land, 
and  sold  it  under  a  writ  against  chattels,  which  can  only 
operate  upon  a  term,  we  cannot  look  upon  this  plaintiff 
as  being  entitled  to  more  under  the  said  assignment  of 
the  sheriff's  deed  than  the  deed  could  convey,  and  noth- 
ing more  is  in  fact  assigned  by  defendant's  deed  to  the 
plaintiff,  than  the  mere  "  deeds  or  writings''  from 
McDonald  to  Bradley  and  Bradley  to  West,  And 
Emitting  that  we  can  by  construction  understand  the 
jissignment  of  those  deeds  to  be  an  assignment  of  the 
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estate  and  interest  conveyed  by  them,  still  that  interest 
is  nothing  but  an  unexpired  term  of  twenty-one  years^ 
and  not  what  the  plaintiff  states  it  to  be  in  his  bill,  an 
assignment  of  all  the  defendant's  title,  and  interest  in 
the  one  hundred  and  thirty- four  acres  of  land ;  and  if 
when  the  sheriff's  deed  is  so  precise  as  this  is,  selling 
only  the  residue  of  a  specific  limited  term,  we  could 
extend  the  effect  of  the  sale  and  conveyance  so  as  to 
make  it  embrace  all  that  the  deed  from  Parker  to  Weit 
could  cover,  both  as  to  estate  and  quantity  of  land^ 
(which  I  think  we  could  not  do,)  then  we  must  see  what 
the  effect  of  that  deed  is  ;  and  we  find,  as  I  have 
already  stated,  that  all  that  it  pretends  to  convey  or 
assure  absolutely  is  imvrovements  or  buildings^  and 
that  as  to  the  rest,  it  merely  gives  over  whatever  claim 
Parker  had. 

The  plaintiff  does  not  complain  that  he  was  imposed 
upon  by  being  drawn  in  to  sign  a  deed  fraudulently 
made  by  the  defendant,  to  express  something  different 
from  what  was  intended  by  him;  nor  does  he  pray  for 
relief  on  the  ground  of  mistake.  It  was  the  plaintiff  who- 
drewthe  deed  which  the  defendant  signed,  and  the  deeds 
which  are  referred  to  in  it  were  in  his  hands.  If  under 
such  circumstances  he  could  come  for  relief  against 
the  deed,  on  the  ground  of  imposition  or  mistake,  he 
does  not  come  with  any  case  of  that  kind ;  but  he  asks  us 
to  look  upon  him  as  having  purchased  one  thing, when 
the  deed  drawn  by  himself,  and  which  he  does  not  com- 
plain of  as  being  executed  under  any  circumstances  of 
fraud  or  mistake,  in  regard  to  what  it  contained,  shews 
that  he  purchased  another  thing.  This  then  is  a  plain 
case  of  seeking  to  add  to,  or  alter,  a  written  instrument 
by  parol  evidence,  not  an  agreement  alleged  to  be 
subsequently  made  by  parol,  and  modifying  a  prior 
written  agreement ;  in  which  case  such  evidence  might 
be  received  at  least  to  rebut  the  plaintiff's  equity,  when 
he  is  praying  specific  performance ;  (a)  but  the  plaintiff 

(a)  Legal  v.  Miller,  a  Ves.  299 ;  Pitcaim  v.  Ogboume,  2  Ves.  375. 
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tells  us,  that  the  sale,  inrhen  it  was  made,  was  not  really 
the  sale  of  such  an  interest  as  the  deed  imports, 
but  of  something  more  extensive.  This  is  doubly 
objectionable:  it  puts  forward  a  parol  agreement  for 
an  interest  in  land  which  the  Statute  of  Frauds  requires 
to  be  in  writing,  and  puts  it  forward  to  overrule  the 
deed  which  was  executed  between  the  parties  as  the 
OTidence  of  the  transaction,  thereby  violating  a  prin- 
ciple of  the  common  law.  It  is  to  no  purpose  to  exam- 
ine whether  such  a  parol  agreement  has  been  proved  by 
the  witnesses,  for  such  evidence  could  not  legally  be 
admitted.  If  there  had  been  no  deed  or  writing,  then 
the  only  question  would  be,  whether  the  defendant  has 
by  his  answer  admitted  a  parol  agreement  such  as  the 
plaintiff  sets  out,  and  submitted  to  abide  by  it,  waiving 
any  objection  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  I  think  we 
cannot  say  upon  reading  the  answer,  that  he  has  done 
so;  and  I  take  it  to  be  clear  that  a  case  of  this  kind 
could  not  be  helped  by  part  performance,  because  it  is 
a  part  performance  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  so  far  as 
taking  possession  goes ;  and  as  to  the  payment  of  the 
money  by  the  plaintiff,  it  is  only  evidence  that  there 
has  been  an  agreement  to  sell,  which  the  deed  itself 
imports ;  it  is  consistent  with  the  deed,  and  furnishes 
no  excuse  for  travelling  but  of  it  in  order  to  set  up  by 
parol  evidence  a  different  contract.  Otherwise,  where 
a  man  had  paid  money  upon  a  purchase  of  a  lot  of  land, 
and  taken  a  deed  for  it,  he  might,  under  the  pretence 
of  part  performance,  offer  parol  evidence,  that  he  had 
bought  two  lots  instead  of  one. 

Indeed  I  look  upon  the  Statutes  of  Frauds  as  being 
out  of  the  question  here,  strictly  speaking,  because  there 
has  been  not  only  a  writing,  but  a  solemn  deed  executed 
in  evidence  of  this  transaction;  and  to  that  the  parties 
are  held,  (a)  so  that  the  question  is  not  whether  there 

(a)  Rich  V.  Jackson,  4  B.  C.  C.  514;  Le  Texier  v.  The  Margrave 
of  Anspach,  5  Ves.  334,  328 ;  Lock  wood  v.  Ewer,  2  Atk.  303 ;  Meres 
▼.  AnseU.  3  WUls  275  ;  Lord  Irnham  v.  Child,  1  B.  C.  C.  92;  Hare 
V.  Sherwood,  i  Ves,  241 ;  Frewen  v.  Relfe,  2  B.  C.  C.  219. 
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should  not  have  been  a  writing,  but  whether  when  there 
has  been  a  writing,  it  can  be  passed  by  and  rendered  of 
no  avail  to  the  defendant,  by  setting  up  a  parol  agree- 
ment different  in  its  terms,  as  having  been  made  before 
or  at  the  time  of  the  deed  being  executed ;  and  this 
without  any  allegation  of  fraud  or  mistake  in  the  word- 
ing of  the  deed.  If  there  had  been  no  writing  between 
the  parties,  and  the  only  difficulty  had  been  that  pre- 
sented by  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  we  should  then  have 
had  to  keep  in  view  the  distinction  established  by  many 
decisions,  between  receiving  parol  evidence  of  a  contract 
respecting  an  interest  in  land  for  the  purpose  of  rebut- 
ting an  equity,  upon  which  a  plaintiff  is  seeking  to  obtain 
a  decree  of  specific  performance,  or  is  praying  for  any 
other  interposition  of  a  court  of  equity,  in  order  to 
change  the  situations  in  which  the  parties  would  stand 
at  law ;  and  the  receiving  parol  evidence  as  the  founda- 
tion of  a  plaintiff's  case,  when  he  desires  the  active  in- 
terposition of  the  court  in  his  favour,  to  enforce  the 
performance  of  an  alleged  agreement  respecting  lands, 
such  as  can  only  be  proved  by  a  writing,  and  of  which 
he  has  no  written  evidence.  In  the  latter  class  of  cases, 
the  courts  fee!  bound  to  acknowledge  the  obligation  of 
the  statute,  because  it  applies  directly  and  in  terms;  in 
the  former  they  have  felt  themselves  at  liberty  to  say 
that  the  Statutes  6f  Frauds  does  not  direct  that  every 
agreement  in  writing  respecting  lands  shall  he  enforced 
in  equity,  whether  it  be  just  or  unjust ;  but  only  that 
no  person  ahall  be  cliarged'  either  at  law  or  in  equity 
upon  any  agreement,  respecting  lands,  which  is  not  in 
writing ;  and  wherever  there  is  parol  evidence,  which 
satisfies  the  court  that  tbe  plaintiff  is  desiring  to  enforce 
an  agreement  against  the  honesty  of  the  case,  they 
decline  lending  him  their  assistance,  leaving  him  to 
prosecute  his  legal  rights  as  he  can.  Here,  I  think,  the 
plaintiff  fails  in  the  very  foundation  of  his  case,  for  he 
charges  an  agreement  respecting  lands,,  which  he  does 
not  shew  by  legal  evidence,  and  while  it  is  shewn  on 
the  contrary  by  writing,  that  the  agreement  which  was 
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made  was  essentially  different.  It  is  not  material  to 
consider  whether  the  charge  in  the  bill  of  the  plaintiff 
being  induced  to  enter  into  the  alleged  agreement  by  a 
fraudulent  misrepresentation,  or  concealment  of  facts^is 
supported  by  proof ;  because,  if  no  such  agreement,  as 
the  plaintiff  alleges,  can  be  legally  held  to  have  been 
entered  into,it  becomes  idle  to  enquire  about  the  induce- 
ments to  do  that  which  was  not  done.  In  point  of  fact, 
however,  I  do  not  see  that  there  is  satisfactory  evidence 
of  such  misrepresentation  or  concealment  as  is  alleged 
respecting  the  defendant's  title  to,  and  possession  of, 
the  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres.  The  bill  does  not 
charge  that  the  defendant  said  he  had  seventy  acres 
cleared,  but  only  describes  the  tract  as  having  in  fact 
that  proportion  cleared ;  and  as  no  such  representation 
is  in  issue,  the  evidence  of  witnesses  on  that  point 
signifies  nothing ;  and  besides,  it  is  not  proved  how 
much  of  the  land  is  cleared.  Looking  at  all  the  evi- 
dence, if  the  case  turned  upon  a  proof  of  such  a  fraud- 
ulent misrepresentation  or  concealment  as  is  alleged, 
I  cannot  say  that  I  should  feel  satisfied  with  the  proof 
of  it,  so  as  to  feel  warranted  in  making  the  fraud 
charged  the  ground  of  a  decree.  For  such  a  purpose 
the  evidence  should  be  clear  and  conclusive;  for  fraud 
is  not  to  be  imputed  to  a  man  upon  probabilities,  or 
slight  surmises,  or  upon  a  nice  balancing  of  evidence. 

There  is  a  good  deal  in  the  accounts  given  by  some  of 
the  witnesses,  to  throw  suspicion  on  the  defendant's 
conduct  in  this  transaction.  After  reading  the  evidence, 
I  am  not  satisfied  that  it  was  perfectly  upright,and  that  he 
was  open  and  candid,  but  it  would  not  be  enough  to  have 
doubts  on  that  point ;  we  should  see  some  clear  misrep- 
resentation or  some  undoubted  suppression  of  a  material 
fact.  Now  here,  as  to  the  defendants  representing  that 
he  had  some  valuable  interest  in  the  whole  one  hundred 
and  thirty  acres,  there  can  be  no  reasonable  doubt  upon 
Bradley's  evidence,  nor  indeed  without  it,  that  the  elder 
Mr.  Bown^  who  made  the  bargain,  knew  perfectly  well 
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what  was  the  nature  of  the  defendant's  interest  in  these 
Indian  lands,  if  it  could  be  called  an  interest ;  there  is 
nothing  to  fasten  upon  the  defendant  a  precise  allegation 
that  the  whole  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres  was  held  by 
him  under  the  same  circumstances,  and  with  the  same 
strength  of  claim  from  actual  occupancy,  so  that  he 
could  transfer  as  good  a  claim  in  every  part  of  it  as  he 
could  in  the  cleared  land.  Mr.  Bowu'q  evidence,  and 
Mr.  Walter  BowrCs  evidence,  prove  nothing  more  on 
this  point  than  what  is  very  probable,  that  he  spoke  of 
his  deeds  as  covering  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres,  and 
so  they  did.  The  deeds  were  in  the  hands  of  the  agent, 
and  open  to  the  inspection  of  the  plaintiff;  they  explained 
the  nature  of  the  case  fully.  Mr.  Bovm  expressed  him- 
self satisfied  with  them,  and  drew  himself  the  deed,  after 
reading  them,  which  the  defendant  signed.  I  do  not  see 
what  room  there  would  be  for  the  application  of  the 
doctrine  of  caveat  emptor  in  any  case,  if  the  purchaser 
with  such  deeds  as  those  before  him,  and  declaring  him- 
self satisfied  with  them,could  complain  afterwards,upon 
any  thing  that  is  here  shewn  by  the  plaintiff,  of  the 
interest  not  being  such  as  he  expected.  In  point  of 
fact,  for  all  that  is  proved,  the  legal  interest  is  the  same 
in  one  part  of  the  estate  as  in  another  ;  and  so  far  as 
actual  cultivation  and  occupancy  was  necessary  to 
strengthen  what  was  a  mere  claim  to  the  indulgent  con- 
sideration of  the  government,  the  plaintiff  and  his  agent 
or  his  agent  at  least,  must  well  have  known  that  the  one 
hundred  and  thirty  acres  were  not  all  occupied  and 
improved ;  they  lived  near  the.  property,  saw  it  often, 
had  every  opportunity  of  viewing  it,  and  they  had  its 
exact  boundaries  expressed  in  writing.  As  to  the  alleged 
misrepresentation  by  the  defendant, that  he  was  entitled 
to  the  possession,  and  was  in  fact  in  possession  of  the 
whole  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres,  it  certainly  is  not 
proved  that  he  made  any  such  statement ;  and  if  by  pos- 
session he  meant  actual  visible  enjoyment  and  use  of  the 
land,  it  would  have  been  absurb  in  him  to  have  made 
such  a  statement,  for  the  parties  with  whom  he  was  con- 
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tracting  knew  that  the  fact  was  otherwise.  Indeed,  in 
the  argument,  the  equity  of  the  plaintiff's  case  was  rested 
rather  upon  an  imputed  fraudulent  suppression  of  the 
fact,  that  another  person  or  other  persons  were  in  pos- 
session of  parts  of  the  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres  ad- 
versely to  the  defendant's  claim,  than  upon  any  actual 
misrepresentation  made  on  that  point.  But  as  weak  a 
part  as  any  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  and  perhaps  the 
weakest,  is  that  we  are  not  shewn,  nor  is  it  even  stated 
by  the  plaintiff  in  his  bill,  what  other  person  was  in 
possession  of  any  definite  portion  of  the  one  hundred 
and  thirty-four  acres,  excluding  him  from  that  portion, 
nor  the  right  or  claim  of  such  person  to  possession,  nor 
whether  he  persisted  in  keeping  the  plaintiff  out,  nor 
whether  he  had  the  power  to  do  so,  nor  whether  the 
plaintiff  had  found  that  in  consequence  of  such  pos- 
session his  claim  to  pre-emption  in  such  portion  of  the 
land  would  not  be  recognised  by  the  government,  nor 
what  disadvantage  he  had  suffered  or  was  likely  to 
suffer  by  reason  of  the  possession  of  any  person.  The 
plaintiff  says  he  for  the  first  time  learned  from  Han- 
son, that  defendant  had  only  been  in  possession  of 
thirty  acres  ;  that  he  ascertained,  afterwards,  that  that 
information  was  correct ;  but  that  is  no  positive  and 
direct  affirmation  that  any  other  person  was  in  posses- 
sion of  any  particular  part  of  the  land ;  and  for  all 
that  is  stated  in  the  bill,  and  even  for  all  that  is  proved, 
there  may  be  in  fact  no  other  person  in  possession  of 
any  considerable  portion  of  the  land  upon  such  a  claim 
as  the  government  would  prefer  to  that  which  the  de- 
fendant had  held ;  or  the  plaintiff  might,  for  all  that 
he  has  stated  or  proved,  find  no.  one  resolved  to  con- 
test the  possession  with  him  in  any  part  of  the  one 
hxmdred  and  thirty  acres,  if  he  were  to  go  forward  and 
aflsert  his  right.  Surely  the  plaintiff  should  have  charged 
and  proved  not  merely  that  the  defendant  had  not  been 
in  possession  of  all  the  one  hundred  and  thirty  acres,  but 
that  some  other  person  to  his  knowledge  was  in  actual 
possession,  or  had  a  better  title  of  a  certain  part,  which 
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be  maintained  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff.  And  yet 
if  the  plaintiff  bad  made  out  a  prima  fade  case  of  mis- 
representation by  hie  bill  and  evidence,  Mr.  BiurweWs 
evidence,  it  appears  to  me,  mast  destroy  it,  unless  we 
take  upon  ourselves  to  discredit  bim,  or  unless  we  treat 
bis  testimony  as  inadmissible ;  for  he  swears  distinotly 
that  before  the  bargain  was  concluded  be  made  the 
plaintiff's  agent  fully  aware  of  the  very  facts  which  he 
now  complains  of,  (so  far  indeed  as  he  can  be  properly 
said  to  complain  of  any  specific  grievance,)  and  that  the 
agentadmitted  to  him  that  the  defendant  had  made  him 
acquainted  with  it  all  before.  Of  course  if  his  evidence 
is  admitted  and  believed,  it  would  make  an  end  of  the 
case  upon  the  broad  merits,  and  independently  of  all 
legal  and  technical  objections.  With  regard  to  rejecting 
Mr.  BurweWs  account  as  incredible,  I  see  nothing  which  . 
would  have  justified  the  Yice-Cbanoellor  in  doing  so. 
He  knew  perfectly  well  the  nature  of  such  matters  as  he 
was  speaking  of;  he  had  been  employed  by  both  parties 
in  the  course  of  these  transactions,  and  he  is  not  shewn 
to  be  connected  with  either,  or  to  have  any  interest 
whatever  on  either  side.  It  would  certainly  be  strange 
if  a  court  were  to  rescind  the  contract  between  these 
parties  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  in  the  face  of  all  his 
clear  and  direct  testimony  under  oath,  showing  that  no 
such  ground  existed.  How  could  the  court  arbitrarily 
look  upon  him  as  unworthy  of  belief,  merely  because 
the  agent  denies  his  statement,  when  no  attempt  was 
made  to  impeach  his  character.  If  the  story  he  tells 
were  bard  to  be  believed,from  its  extreme  improbability 
that  would  furnish  a  ground ;  but  we  can  surely  h<ive 
no  difficulty  in  thinking  it  possible  that  the  plaintiff 
would,  with  a  full  knowledge  of  all  that  he  now  complains 
of,  make  the  bargain  that  he  has  made,  when  we  find  it 
proved  that  after  all  he  is  receiving  an  anwial  rent  of 
£97  108.,  for  the  tavern  and  thirty -five  acres ,  of  tchieh 
he  7vas  put  in  possession,  and  for  which  (if  be  made  good 
no  claim  to  any  more  land)  be  will  pa;  £266.  A  pur- 
chase that  yields  more  than  fourteen  per  cent,  interest 
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on  the  coBt»  certainly  raises  on  the  face  of  it  no  evidence 
of  a  fraud  upon  the  purchaser.  We  can  very  readily 
believe  that  the  plaintiff,  or  any  one,  would  willingly 
consent  to  close  the  bargain  on  the  understanding  that 
he  was  to  be  clearly  in  the  possession  of  the  tavern  and 
thirty-five  acres  of  inclosed  land,  and  to  take  his  chance 
(as  the  very  deeds  placed  before  him  clearly  shewed  he 
must  do)  of  getting  the  rest  of  the  one  hundred  and 
thirty-four  acres ;  and  it  is  remarkable,  that  while  no 
witness  gives  any  certain  account  of  there  being  any 
more  of  the  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres  cleared 
and  occupied  than  that  which  the  defendant  held,  and 
which  he  delivered  over  into  the  plaintiff's  possession, 
the  defendant  swears  distinctly  and  positively  that  there 
is  none.  But  it  is  contended  that  Mr.  BurweWs  eyidenoe 
of  his  conversation  with  the  plaintiff's  agent,  before 
the  bargain  was  concluded,  is  not  receivable.  He  was 
a  witness  for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  relies  on 
his  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  that  the 
defendant  had  not  been  in  possession  of  all  the  one 
hundred  and  thirty-four  acres,  and  that  some  one  else 
had  been  long  occupying  a  part.  What  he  did  say  on 
that  point  is  not  satisfactory,  and  could  not  prevail  alone 
over  the  distinct  denial  in  the  answer,  that  there  was 
any  improvement  beyond  the  defendant's  thirty-five 
acres ;  but  I  do  not  see  that  the  plaintiff  could  be  allowed 
to  use  his  evidence  for  establishing  that  fact,  and  at  the 
same  time  object  that  he  could  not  be  a  witness  at  all, 
because  he  had  not  been  called  to  speak  to  any  thing  that 
was  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings.  But  surely  this  part 
of  Mr.  BurweWs  evidence  does  bear  distinctly  upon  the 
main  point  in  issue,  viz.,  the  alleged  fraudulent  misre- 
presentation; for  if  it  be  true  that  the  agent,  before  he 
completed  the  purchase,  acknowledged  that  the  defend- 
ant had  informed  him  accurately  of  the  condition  of  th^ 
property,  what  becomes  of  the  fraudulent  misrepresenta- 
tion or  concealment  by  which  he  charges  he  was  imposed 
apon  ?  It  is  hardly  worth  while  to  go  minutely  into 
these  questions,  for  the  plaintiff's  case  is  in  my  opinion 
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80  wholly  unsustainable,  and  on  several  distinct 
grounds,  that  it  is  unimportant  to  dispose  of  every  doubt- 
ful point.  If  the  plaintiff  could  have  proved  by  legal  evi- 
dence, and  had  proved  such  a  contract  as  he  stated,  and 
that  the  defendant  had  fraudulently  misrepresented  or 
concealed  some  specific  facts;  and  if  tbe  true  state  of 
these  facts  had  been  stated  in  his  bill,  and  proved  by 
evidence ;  and  if  he  had  shewn  that  the  fraud  of  which 
he  complained  was  such  in  its  effects  that  he  could  not 
have  under  his  contract  that  which  he  was  entitled  to 
expect — still  there  would  remain  not  merely  the  consid- 
eration, that  for  all  that  appeared  he  had  made  an  ex- 
ceedingly good  bargain,  and  had  got  more  than  the  worth 
of  his  money,  but  this  more  material  consideration,  that 
after  he  had  discovered  the  true  state  of  things  according 
to  his  own  admissions,  so  far  from  repudiating  the  con- 
tract on  the  ground  of  fraud,  he  has  acted  upon  it,  as  if 
it  were  valid,  has  leased  theproperty  through  his  agent, 
and  has  received  rent  upon  his  lease,  and  at  this  mo- 
ment uses  and  enjoys  it  as  his  own,  not  even  shewing 
that  he  had  before  done  what  he  could  to  abandon  it. 
We  could  not  possibly  hold  that  there  is  no  considera- 
tion for  the  note  which  he  has  given,  while  he  thus 
retains  the  possession  of  his  purchase,  and  has  done  so 
for  more  than  two  years,  receiving  rent  from  a  tenant, 
to  whom  he  has  made  a  lease  since  his  knowledge  of  the 
alleged  fraud.  Upon  this  point  I  irefer  to  the  very 
strong  case  of  Campbell  v.  Fleming,  et  aL,  (a).  In  that 
case  the  plaintiff  had  purchased  some  shares  in  a 
mining  company,  upon  representations  contained  in 
printed  advertisements,  and  which  were  grossly  fraudu- 
lent, and  the  whole  scheme  was  a  deception  ;  but  after 
discovering  the  fraud  he  nevertheless  disposed  of  some 
of  the  shares  so  as  to  realize  a  considerable  sum  of 
money.  After  he  had  done  this,  he  discovered  for  the 
first  time  a  new  feature  in  the  fraud,  viz.,  that  an  outlay 
on  the  mines,  which  the  vendors  had  stated  to  him 
amounted  to  £86,000,  had  not  in  fact  amounted  to 

(a)  I  Ad.  &  Ell.  40. 
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JgSOOO.  In  consequence  of  this  he  brought  an  action  to 
recover  back  his  money,  his  counsel  contending  that  as 
it  was  clear  the  transaction  was  a  fraud  ab  initio^  no 
contract  could  arise  upon  it ;  and  that  even  admitting 
that  the  plaintiff  could  waive  the  fraud  and  adopt  it  as 
an  existing  contract,  yet  he  was  entitled  to  repudiate  it 
on  discovering  a  fraud  of  which  he  was  before  ignorant, 
and  which  he  therefore  could  not  be  held  to  have  waived. 
He  was  nonsuited  at  the  trial,  and  the  court  all  con- 
curred in  the  propriety  of  the  nonsuit.  LitUedale,  J.,- 
said,  no  doubt  there  was  at  the  first  a  gross  fraud  on  the 
plaintiff,  but  after  he  had  learned  that  an  imposition 
had  been  practised  upon  him,  he  ought  to  have  made 
his  claim ;  instead  of  doing  so,  he  goes  on  dealing  with 
the  shares.  Parke^  J.,  says,  ''after  the  plaintiff 
knowing  of  the  fraud,  had  elected  to  treat  the  transaction 
as  a  contract,  he  lost  his  right  of  rescinding  it."  The 
fact  of  the  discovery  of  a  new  fraud  was  a  strong  one, 
which  does  not  exist  in  this  case ;  but  the  court  were 
unanimous  in  holding,  that  even  that  could  not  overcome 
the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  having  acted  on  the  contract  as 
valid,  after  discovering  that  he  had  been  imposed  upon. 
Paitersony  J.,  meets  the  whole  case  in  very  explicit 
terms,  and  I  think  what  he  says  applies  with  irresistible 
force  to  this  plaintiff :  "  No  contract,"  he  says,  ''  can 
arise  out  of  a  fraud,  and  an  action  brought  upon  a 
supposed  contract  which  is  shewn  to  have  arisen  from 
fraud,  may  be  resisted.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  has 
paid  the  money,  and  now  demands  it  back,  on  the 
ground  of  the  money  having  been  paid  on  a  void 
transaction ;  to  entitle  him  to  do  so.  he  should  at  the 
time  of  discovering  the  fraud  h^ve  elected  to  repudiate 
the  whole  transaction.  Instead  of  doing  so,  he  deals 
with  that  for  which  he  now  says  he  never  legally  con- 
tracted. Long  after  this,  as  he  alleges,  he  discovers  a 
new  incident  in  the  fraud.  This  can  only  be  considered 
as  strengthening  the  evidence  of  the  original  fraud,  and 
it  cannot  revive  the  right  of  repudiation  which  has  been 
once  waived."   It  is  impossible  that  we  could  treat  as  a 
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repudiation  of  the  whole  contract^  the  arrangement  which 
the  plaintiff  alleges,  but  has  not  safficiently  proved, 
that  he  was  in  treaty  with  the  defendant's  agent  for 
converting  the  purchase  into  a  transaction  of  a  loan, 
which  would  have  given  the  plaintiff  about  £&6  a  year 
for  the  interest  of  £112  10s.,  a  proposition  which  the 
defendant  swears  was  not  made  to  him,  and  which 
according  to  what  the  plaintiff  has  shewn,  was  not  pro- 
fessed to  be  grounded  on  any  repudiation  of  the  former 
contract  as  fraudulent.  The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff 
having  leased  to  one  Leonard  by  the  year,  the  tavern 
and  thirty-five  acres,  is  given  by  Robert  R.  Bown  him- 
self, the  plaintiff 's  witness  and  agent ;  and  it  is  evi- 
dence that  must,  I  think,  be  admissible  under  the 
pleadings  upon  that  part  in  this  case  which  charges 
that  in  consequence  of  the  fraud  practised  the  plaintiff 
has  no  consideration  for  the  note  given  by  him.  There 
were  some  points  discussed  in  the  argument  connected 
with  the  evidence  which  I  have  not  entered  into,  but  I 
have  carefully  considered  all  the  evidence.  It  is  in  some 
points  inconsistent,  and  it  is  in  general  very  inconclu- 
sive ;  the  facts  upon  which  it  would  be  necessary  that 
the  court  should  be  precisely  informed,  are  not  brought 
out ;  and  in  my  opinion  it  is  not  in  any  one  essential 
point  so  satisfactory  upon  the  merits  as  to  have  warrant- 
ed a  decree  in  the  plaintiff's  favour,  if  there  had  been 
no  legal  difficulties  in  the  way  occasioned  by  the  rules  of 
evidence.  The  principles  which  govern  the  administra- 
tion of  equity  in  cases  of  fraud,  were  correctly  and 
forcibly  stated  by  Mr.  Blake  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  were  not  contended  against  by  the  defendant.  The 
question  turns,  as  is  commonly  the  case,  upon  their  ap- 
plication to  the  facts.  The  position  connot  be  denied, 
that  a  person  inveigled  into  a  contract  by  a  fraudulent 
misrepresentation  is  entitled  to  have  it  rescinded,  and 
that  although  a  vendor  may  not  commit  himself  by  any 
positive  representation,  yet  his  suppression  of  conceal- 
ment of  material  facts  within  his  knowledge  is  equally 
a  fraud,  and  will  equally  invalidate  the  contract ;  but 
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except  in  very  plain  caBee,  qaestions  may  arise  depend- 
ing upon  the  subject  matter  of  the  contract,  the  spirit  in 
which  the  representation  was  made,  as  for  instance, 
whether  the  eeller  was  merely  in  general  terms  com- 
mending his  article,  as  dealers  commonly  do  in  the 
course  of  their  trade ;  whether  the  defect  which  has  been 
discovered,  was  latent  or  patent,  and  if  patent,  whether 
the  buyer  had  fair  opportunity  to  inspect  for  himself,  so 
that  he  could  be  treated  as  purchasing  upon  his  own 
judgment ;  or  whether  he  so  clearly  relied  upon  the 
statements  of  the  seller,  as  to  have  acted  whoUy  on  that 
confidence,and  so  to  have  saved  himself  from  the  applica- 
tion of  the  maxim  ^'caveat  emptor,*'  In  thecase  before  us, 
besides  discussing  these  points,  it  was  thought  essential 
to  the  plaintiff's  case  to  urge,  that  if  the  defendant  were 
found  by  the  evidence  to  have  made  assertions  to  the 
plaintiff  respecting  the  extent  of  his  possession,  such 
asser  tionSjthough  made  after  the  contract  was  completed 
might  supply  evidence  of  deception  before  the  contract, 
by  affordinga  reasonable  presumption  of  what  the  defen- 
dant had  undertaken  to  convey ;  and  further,  that  con- 
versations preliminary  to  the  contract  might  furnish 
good  evidence  of  what  the  sale  made  afterwards  was 
intended  to  transfer ;  and  that  a  wilful  suppression  of 
material  facts  bearing  upon  the  value  of  the  estate,  in 
the  course  of  such  preliminary  negotiations,  would  in- 
validate the  contract,  not  on  the  ground  of  fraud  intrinsic 
in  the  contract,  but  fraud  extrinsic  in  the  inducements 
which  led  to  the  contract.  Admitting  that  the  authorities 
cited  on  these  points  would  justify  us  in  carrying  these 
positions  to  the  full  extent  contended  for,  and  even  in 
the  case  of  a  contract  carried  into  execution  by  a  deed 
executed  between  the  parties  under  all  the  circumstances 
found  here,  stUl  I  consider  that  this  consequence  only 
would  follow,  that  the  plaintiff  was  ina  situation  to  shew 
a  good  case  for  equitable  relief,  by  stating  the  contract 
truly  as  it  stands  in  the  deed ;  that  is,  that  he  had  bought 
from  the  defendant  **  the  assignment  or  quit-clam  from 
McDonald  to  Bradley^  and  from  Bradley  to  defendant;'' 
10  I  E.  &  A. 
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in  other  words,  the  paper  title  transferred  under  the 
sheriff's  sale ;  (let  that  be  what  it  might ;)  that  he  had 
been  led  to  buy  snch  right  or  claim  by  the  defendant's 
assurance  that  he  was  in  actual  possession  of  the  one 
hundred  and  thirty-four  acres ;  that  the  fact  was,  that 

at  the  time  of  such  purchase  made  by  him  one waft 

in  actual  possession  of  a  certain  part,  to  wit, acrea 

of  the  said  one  hundred  and  thirty-four  acres,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  said  defend  tot,  and  claiming  adversely 
to  him ;  and  that  although  the  defendant  well  knew  that 
fact,  yet  he  fraudulently  concealed  it  from  the  plaintiff, 
and  so  induced  him  to  make  the  purchase  in  ignorance 
of  the  truth.  Instead  of  this,  however,  he  stated  the 
contract  (which  we  can  only  take  from  the  deed)  un- 
truly, by  asserting  that  he  agreed  to  buy  from  the  de- 
fendant aU  his  estate,  right,  interest,  and  possession  of 
and  in  the  land,  dtc.  If  the  Vice-Chancellor  had  thought 
fit  to  direct  an  issue  at  law,  in  order  to  ascertain  what 
the  defendant  actually  did  sell,  I  conceive  that  the  deed, 
and  that  alone,  could  have  been  legally  received  a& 
evidence  upon  that  point ;  and  the  rule  applies  equally 
in  equity,  when  the  deed  was  executed  deliberately,  and 
was  even  drawn  by  the  vendee  or  his  agent,  with  the 
prior  titles  in  his  hand,  shewing  what  interest  it  was 
that  the  vendor  could  pretend  to  convey ;  and  when  no* 
fraud  is  charged  in  the  wording  or  execution  of  the 
deed  itself,  a  court  of  law  would  undoubtedly  say : — 
^'  We  cannot  hear  verbal  accounts  from  witnesses  of 
what  passed  before  the  making  of  the  deed,  as  to  what 
one  meant  to  buy  or  the  other  meant  to  sell ;  they  may 
have  had  various  intentions  and  various  degrees  of 
information  as  to  their  respective  claims  and  expec- 
tations at  different  stages  of  the  negotiations;  but 
what  they  did  at  last  settle  down  in,  and  what  the  one 
actually  bought  and  the  other  sold,  we  can  only  learn 
from  the  deed ;  otherwise  there  would  be  no  use  or 
safety  in  written  instruments."  And  it  certainly  i» 
my  impression  that  a  plaintiff  resting  his  case  at  lav 
upon  the  assertion  of  such  a  contract,  as  the  plaintiff 
has  stated  in  the  commencement  of  this  bill,  must  on 
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the  production  of  the  deed  be  nonsuited,  for  there  can 
be  no  two  things  more  distinct  than  selling  all  a  man's 
right  to  or  under  a  certain  paper  title  regarding  a  term 
of  twenty-one  years  in  one  hundred  and  thirty-four 
acres  of  land,  and  selling  all  a  man's  right,  title,  and 
possession  in  the  same  land. 

To  be  sure,  the  fact  may  be,  that  the  vendor  may 
have  no  other  right  than  under  the  paper  title  referred 
to,  and  in  that  case  the  transfer,  as  the  deed  states, 
would  assign  in  effect  all  bis  right :  but  how  that  fact 
was  we  are  not  to  conjecture  or  assume,  and  cannot 
learn  it  from  parol  evidence,  in  order  to  make  the  deed 
speak  a  wholly  different  language  from  what  it  daeA 
speak.  I  revert  to  this  point  in  the  case  which  I  have 
before  noticed,  because  it  is  in  my  opinion  an  objection 
lying  at  the  foundation  of  this  ease,  which  could  not 
be  got  over,  and  which,  as  well  as  several  of  the  other 
difficulties  in  the  plaintiff's  way,  applies  as  much 
against  the  making  a  decree  on  the  principle  of  com- 
pensation, as  against  a  rescinding  of  the  contract. 

In  my  opinion  the  judgmept  of  his  honour  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  should  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  dismissed 
with  costs. 

The  other  members  of  the  court  concurring. 

Judgment  below  affirmed,  and  the  appeal 
dismissed  with  costs. 
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IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL. 

[September  yrd  and  4th,  1846  and  January  4th,  1847]. 

[Before  the  Hon.  the  Chief  Justice ;  the  Hon.  J.  B. 
Maca/iday,  Ex  0. ;  and  the  Hon.  Jonas  Jones^  Ex  C] 

On  an  Appsal  prom  thb  Decision  op  his  Honour  tbb  Vicb- 
Chancblxx>r  op  Uppbr  Canada. 


Between  Mabgabet  Bbown,  Executbdc  of  John 
Bbown,  Deceased,  Appellant^  and  David  Sicabt, 
William  Einoshill  and  Othebs,  Respondents. 

Principal  and  agtnt — Payment — Specific  performance. 

A.  authorised  his  agent  to  sell  his  estate  for  /500  cash^  and  the  agent 
instead  of  receiving  cash,  accepted  bills  from  the  vendee,  drawn 
on  his,  the  vendee's  agent  in  Europe,  which  bills  the  agent  applied 
to  his  own  use.  by  transmitting  them  to  his  correspondents,  to 
whom  he  was  largely  indebted,  and  who  placed  the  proceeds,  wbeo 
honoured,  to  his  credit.  Held,  reversing  the  aecision  of  bis 
honour  the  Vice-Ghancellor.  that  A.  was  not  bound  by  such  acts 
of  his  agent,  that  this  was  not  a  payment  to  A.,  and  that  until  he 
received  the  amount  of  the  purchase  money  in  cask,  he  was  not 
bound  to  execute  a  deed  of  the  premises. 

Mr.  Sullivan  and  Mr.  Vankoughnet,  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Blake  and  Mr.  Esten,  for  respondents. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Judgment. — Eobinson,  C.J. — Mr.  John  Brawn  was 
resident  at  Port  Hope ;  Mr.  Bethune^  a  merchant,  was 
living  a  few  miles  distant,  (at  Cobourg,)  between  whom 
and  Brown  there  had  been  large  transactions,  involving 
purchases  and  sales  of  land,  in  which  Bethune  acted 
as  agent  for  Broum,  making  bargains  for  him,  and 
receiving  the  purchase  money,  as  the  evidence 
shows,  though  whether  under  a  general  authority^ 
or  by  special  instructions  in  each  case,  does  not 
appear.  They  had  also  transactions  together  in 
bank  paper,  negotiated  by  Bethune  for  Brown'f 
benefit,  upon  his  own  responsibility  and  Brown's, 
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• 

Brown  owned  a  lot  of  land  situated  within  a  mile  or  • 
two  of  his  place  of  residence,  on  which  he  had  a  tenant, 
one  WUder.  This  farm  the  late  Dr.  Innes,  who  had 
recently  arrived  in  this  country,  wished  to  bay,  and  he 
spoke  to  Mr.  Brown,  it  appears,  about  it,  who  told  him 
that  his  price  was  £650  ;  he  afterwards  spoke  to 
Bethune  on  the  subject,  and  in  consequence,  Bethune 
writing  to  Brown  in  September,  18S8,  upon  other  mat- 
ters of  business,  make  this  communication  and  enquiry 
in  his  letter :  *'  I  shall  probably  sell  yowr  Wilier  ht^ 
shall  I  take  £500  cash  ?    Let  me  know  per  bearer." 

On  the  16th  of  September,  1888,  Brown  writes  to 
Bethune  on  some  other  a£Eair,  and  in  relation  to  the 
question  about  the  Wilder  farm,  says:  "the  Wilder 
farm  cost  me  more  than  £500,  with  the  interest  and 
expenses  since  I  got  it.  As  times  are  turning  out,  take 
that  sum  if  you  can  do  no  better ;  I  ought  to  get  £650 
for  it.^'  Bethune  closed  a  bargain  for  £500  with  Innes, 
who  on  the  28th  of  September,  1888,  gave  him  two  bills 
of  exchange,  each  for  £250  sterling,  one  at  three 
months,  the  other  at  four  months,  drawn  by  Innes  on 
parties  in  Scotland,  payable  to  Bethune  or  his  order ; 
which  bills  were  immediately  remitted  by  Bethune  to 
his  correspondent  Bradbury ,  in  Montreal,  with  instruc- 
tions to  send  them  to  Scotland,  and  place  the  proceeds 
to  Bethune' 8  credit,  he  being  then  indebted  to  Bradbury 
in  a  much  larger  amount. 

Bethune  was  at  that  time  doing  a  large  business,  and 
was  supposed  to  be  perfectly  solvent.  In  the  winter  of 
1884  he  was  found  to  be  insolvent,  and  it  was  then  dis- 
covered that  his  affairs  had  been  in  confusion  for  some 
time  before  this  transaction. 

The  bills  were  duly  honoured  at  maturity,  and  were 
placed  by  Bradbury  to  Bethune' s  credit. 

In  the  spring  of  1884,  after  Bethune's  failure  had 
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occurred,  and  was  publicly  known,  and  after  transac- 
tions of  business  between  him  and  Brown  had  ceased, 
Innes  became  uneasy  about  his  deed,  which  he  had 
looked  to  Bethune  for,  and  he  pressed  him  on  the  sub- 
ject. On  the  8rd  of  April,  1884,  in  consequence  of 
these  communications  which  he  had  had  with  Beikune, 
he  wrote  to  Mr.  Brown  the  following  note : — 

"  I  received  of  Mr.  Bethune  the  enclosed,  of  which 
retaining  a  copy,  may  I  request  you  to  send  a  written 
answer,  as  it  is  of  some  importance  to  have  it  in  good 
time.  The  messenger  is  desired  to  remain  for  your 
leisure.  Mr.  BouUon  wishes  we  could,  as  Mr.  B.  has 
returned  home,  soon  meet  and  explain  this  matter,  to 
me  a  very  unpleasant  one.  I  have  not  yet  done  about 
my  bills  being  on  Jamaica  and  dishonoured." 

"  BoBEBT  Innes."  . 

(This  last  sentence,  I  presume,  relates  to  some  other 
matter.) 

Mr.  Bethune' B  letter  to  Broicn,  which  Innes  referred 
to  as  being  enclosed  in  his,  and  which  he  had  evidently 
read  and  retained  a  copy  of,  is  in  these  words : — 

*'  Dr.  InneSy  who  purchased  the  Wilder  farm,  gave 
me  bills  on  Scotland,  which  bills  have  been  accepted, 
and  the  moment  they  are  paid,  I  shall  account  to  yon 
for  the  amount,  £600.  This  transaction  is  entirely  out 
of  our  other  business.  I  sent  the  bills  to  Scotland 
through  W.  Bradbury  <t  Co.^  and  the  moment  they 
advise  payment,  I  can  draw  for  the  amount,  if  you  will 
make  a  title  to  the  land,  and  leave  it  with  Mr.  MoffaJt, 
to  be  given  up  on  your  order." 

This  letter  is  signed  by  Mr.  Bethune. 

On  the  next  day  Brown  replied  to  Innes  as  follows : 

"  Dear  Sir — I  have  your  favour  and  inclosure  from 
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Mr.  Beihune,  in  reply,  I  beg  to  say,  that  I  cannot  make 
a  title  to  the  lot  you  purchased  until  I  get  the  pay, 
there  being  a  mortgage  due  to  JoncUhan  Walton, 
Esquire,  of  Schenectady,  with  interest,  nearly  £200, 
which  must  be  first  discharged.  At  the  time  I  con- 
sented to  take  £500  for  the  lot,  it  was  to  be  cash  down ; 
and  were  it  not  that  I  was  in  great  want  of  the  need- 
ful, I  would  not  have  offered  it  for  any  such  sum ; 
however,  as  the  matter  now  stands,  although  much 
disappointed  as  I  have  been,  at  not  getting  the  pay  at 
the  time  I  expected  it,  I  will  take  no  advantage  by 
demanding  a  further  sum  than  the  £500  with  interest 
from  the  time  you  took  possession  from  WUder, 
although  the  rent  I  was  getting  much  exceeded  the 
interest.  I  hope  it  may  not  be  long  before  the  money 
comes  to  hand." 

Brown  alludes  in  this  note  to  Innes's  having  taken 
possession  of  the  farm  from  Wilder,  The  evidence 
respecting  that  is,  that  Innes^  who  had  lately  come  to 
this  country  with  his  family,  was  advised  by  a  friend 
to  endeavour  to  get  into  possession  of  the  farm  at  once, 
and  thereby  save  the  expense  of  going  elsewhere  with 
his  family ;  that  he  applied  for  that  purpose  to  Wilder, 
who  was  in  possession,  it  seems,  under  a  lease  from 
Brawn,  but  Wilder  declined  to  go  out  unless  Innes 
would  consent  to  pay  to  Brown  a  small  amount  of  rent 
then  due ;  that  Innea  repeated  this  to  Bethune,  and  it 
was  settled  between  them  that  Innes  should  give  an 
order  on  Bethune  in  Wilder's  favour  for  the  amount  of 
rent,  which  he  did,  and  Innes  thereupon  obtained  posses- 
sion about  the  10th  of  October,  18S8,  and  continued  in 
possession.  About  the  end  of  1885,  as  I  infer  from  the 
evidence,  though  the  time  is  not  precisely  stated,  Innes 
died,  having  made  a  will  on  the  2nd  of  November  of  that 
year,  devising  to  Eliza  Innes,  his  wife,  ''all  his  property, 
mixed,  freehold  and  real,  in  trust  for  her  sole  use,  pur- 
pose and  behoof,  towards  the  education  of  his  four 
children,"  who,  with  the  widow  and  his  executory,  £tn^«- 
mill  and  Smart,  are  the  respondents  in  this  suit.    The 
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widow,  Eliza  Innes,  remained  in  possession  after  his 
death,  and  in  April,  1886,  the  executors  paid  to  Jonathan 
Walton  the  amount  due  upon  the  mortgage  mentioned 
in  Brawn's  letter  to  Innes,  and  took  an  assignment. 
One  of  the  objects  of  the  present  suit  was  to  compel 
Brown  to  repay  to  the  estate  the  amount  of  that  incum- 
brance ;  and  Brown  on  his  part  filed  a  bill  in  1889,  for 
redemption  against  the  executors.  In  1886  or  1887^ 
Innes  having  died  without  obtaining  a  title  and  Bethune's 
affairs  having  in  the  meantime  gone  altogether  to  ruin, 
the  executors  of  Innes  brought  an  action  against  Brawn 
in  the  King's  Bench,  to  recover  back  the  ^500,  or 
damages  for  not  conveying  the  land,  and  on  the  18th  of 
September,  1887,  the  cause  was  tried  and  a  verdict 
rendered  for  the  defendant  upon  the  issues  of  non- 
assumpsit,  and  set-off  pleaded.  A  new  trial  was  moved 
for,  and  a  rule  to  shew  cause  obtained,  which  after 
argument  was  discharged.  In  January,  1842,  Brown 
died,  having  by  his  will  devised  all  his  property  to  his 
wife,  Margaret  Brown,  and  made  her  sole  executrix. 
Before  his  death,  (December,  1841,)  the  respondents  had 
filed  their  bill  against  Brown,  for  specific  performance 
of  his  alleged  agreement  to  convey  the  estate  to  Dr. 
Innes,  relying  upon  the  payment  to  Bethune  as  being 
payment  to  Brown  through  his  agent,  and  praying  that 
he  might  be  compelled  to  make  a  title  to  Eliza  Innes. 
sole  devisee  of  Robert  Innes,  the  alleged  purchaser,  to 
which  bill  Brown  appeared,  but  had  not  answered 
before  he  died.  The  suit  has  been  revived  against  his 
executrix  and  sole  devisee,  the  appellant,  and  upon  her 
answers  and  evidence  taken  in  the  cause,  his  honour 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  on  the  8th  of  February,  1848, 
decreed  a  conveyance  as  prayed,  and  directed  that  the 
appellant  should  pay  to  the  executors  of  Innes,  from 
the  assets  of  Brown* s  estate,  the  sum  advanced  by  them 
to  pay  off  Walton's  mortgage. 

This  decree  is  appealed  from. 

I  have  given  a  mere  outline  of  the  leading  facts,  not 
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stating  various  attendant  circumstances  on  which  the 
parties  respectively  have  relied  for  sustaining  or  re- 
pelling the  claim  to  the  relief  prayed.  His  honour  the 
Vice- Chancellor  made  his  decree  upon  the  grounds, 
that  the  contract  of  sale  by  Brown  to  Innea  was  duly 
proved  to  have  been  entered  into  by  Brovm,  through 
Mr.  Bethune  as  his  agent,  and  that  the  dS500  con- 
sideration money  was  duly  paid,  as  set  forth  in  the 
bill,  that  is,  paid  to  Bethune  for  Brovm,  he  being  the 
agent  of  Brawn  authorised  to  receive  it. 

In  order  to  support  the  plaintiff 's  case,  it  is  necessary 
to  establish  the  following  points,  independently  of  the 
question  of  fact  regarding  the  payment  of  the  purchase 
money : 

First,  that  where  a  person  who  has  contracted  for  the 
purchase  of  an  estate  dies,  after  paying  his  purchase 
money,  (assuming  the  payment  for  the  present  to  be 
proved,)  and  without  having  received  a  conveyance, 
the  devisee  of  his  real  estate,  under  a  will  made  after 
he  had  paid  the  purchase  money,  but  which  contains 
no  specific  devise  of  the  land  bargained  for,  may  sue 
in  equity  for  specific  performance.  Secondly,  that 
there  is  proved  in  this  case,  by  a  note  in  writing  suffi- 
cient under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  such  a  contract  in 
substance  as  the  plaintiffs  (below)  set  out  in  their  bill, 
or  that  independently  of  any  writing,  the  plaintiff's 
proved  such  a  contract  as  they  set  out  in  their  bill, 
and  proved  also  such  circumstances  of  full  performance 
on  one  side,  or  of  part  performance  or  otherwise,  as  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Thirdly, 
that  where  in  such  a  case  as  the  present,  the  executors 
have  sued  at  law  to  recover  back  the  money  on  account 
of  the  land  not  being  conveyed,  or  to  recover  damages 
for  not  conveying  according  to  the  alleged  agreement, 
and  have  a  verdict  against  them  on  a  record  which 
would  have  admitted  of  a  recovery  on  either  ground, 
such  proceeding  at  law  by  the  executors  is  no  bar  to 
the  devisee  suing  in  equity  on  the  same  contract. 


164  ERROR  AND  APPEAL   REPORTS. 

With  respect  to  the  first  point,  I  have  no  doubt  that 
upon  such  a  case  as  is  stated  in  this  bill,  the  devisee 
may  sue  in  equity  for  a  specific  performance  of  the 
contract.  There  would  be  no  remedy  at  law  upon  a 
mere  agreement  of  this  kind  for  the  devisee,  nor  for 
the  heir,  (if  Dr.  Innes  had  died  intestate/)  whatever 
might  be  the  case  upon  a  covenant  under  seal,  made 
by  him  with  Innes  and  his  heirs,  to  convey  the  land 
to  him  in  fee.  (a) 

But  as  regards  the  equitable  remedy  to  compel  a 
conveyance,  it  is  no  objection  that  the  heir  could  not 
inherit,  nor  the  devisee  take  any  legal  estate  in  the 
property.  In  this  case,  if  the  purchase  money  can  be 
held  to  have  been  paid  to  Brown,  through  his  agent  Mr. 
Bethuncy  it  was  paid  in  full  not  only  before  his  death, 
but  before  his  will  was  made,  so  that  the  case  would 
not  even  require  the  aid  of  the  statute  of  4  Wm.  IV., 
ch.  1,  respecting  after-acquired  property.  Irmes  must 
then  be  held  to  have  had  an  equitable  inte^pest  which 
he  could  devise,  and  which  would  pass  under  the 
general  words  used  in  this  will,  as  well  as  if  the  par- 
ticular interest  had  been  specified.  Brown  would  be 
looked  upon  in  equity  as  holding  in  trust  for  the 
devisee,  and^  could  be  compelled  to  convey,  and  the 
same  remedies  in  equity  would  lie  between  the  devisees 
or  heirs  of  the  respective  parties  as  between  themselves 
if  they  were  living. 

Upon  the  second  point,  I  am  of  opinion  (though  it  has 
not  seemed  to  me  to  be  quite  clear  of  doubt)  that  there 
is  evidence  in  writing,  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  of  a  contract  by  Brown  to  sell  to  Innes  the 
Wilder  farm  for  £5(X)  cash,  which  is  in  substance  the 
contract  set  out.  The  proof  is  only  to  be  found  in  the 
letters.  Brown's  first  note  to  Mr.  Bethune  constitutes 
no  contract ;  it  is  a  mere  authority  to  accept  anybody's 

(a)  Whitakerv.  Whitaker,  4  B.  C.  C.  31 ;  Brome  v.  Monck.  xo 
Ves.  597,  614 ;  Seton  v.  Slade.  7  Ves.  265 ;  Lingen  v.  Soaray,  Gil- 
bert's R.  91 ;  Savage  v.  Carroll,  z  B.  &  B.  265  ;  Gaskarth  v.  Lord 
Lowther,  12  Ves.  107 ;  Orme  v.  Broughton,  10  Bing.  533  ;  z  Bug. 
371 :  Bac.  Ab,  Legacy  and  Devise,  B. 
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offer  to  buy  the  estate  for  £500.  It  made  Mr.  Bethune 
his  agent  for  the  purpose  of  entering  into  such  a  con- 
tracty  not  with  Dr.  Innes  in  particular  but  with  any  one. 
This  was  written  in  September,  1888.  Then  when  Mr. 
Bethune  in  April  following  writes  to  Mr.  Browriy  "  Dr. 
Innea,  who  has  purchased  the  Wilder  farm,  gave  me 
bills  on  Scotland,  which  bills  have  been  accepted,  and 
the  moment  they  are  paid  I  shall  account  to  you  for  the 
amount,  <£500,"  and  adds  in  his  note  a  request  '*  that 
he  will  make  a  title,  and  leave  it  with  a  third  party, 
to  be  given  up  on  his  {Brown's)  order ;"  he  furnishes 
evidence,  by  note  or  memorandum  in  writing,  signed 
by  his  agent,  that  Brown  has  (through  his  agent)  con- 
tracted to  sell  to  Dr.  Innea  the  Wilder  farm  for  £500, 
for  which  a  title  is  yet  to  be  given ;  and  to  be  given  (we 
must  infer)  upon  payment  of  the  purchase  money,  since 
nothing  is  stipulated  to  the  contrary.  It  is  of  no  con- 
sequence that  this  letter  is  not  addressed  to  Innes,  but 
is  merely  a  communication  from  the  agent  to  his  princi- 
pal. When  the  authority  of  the  agent  is  established, 
then  a  written  note  of  what  he  has  agreed  to,  signed  by 
him,  is  all  that  the  statute  requires  ;  for  it  is  not  the 
contract  that  is  required  to  be  in  writing,  but  evidence 
of  the  contract.  The  terms  of  the  contract  sufficiently 
appear  in  the  letters ;  that  is,  the  description  of  the 
property,  the  price,  the  name  of  the  vendee,  and  the 
interest  to  be  conveyed,  (a)  This  point  of  the  case, 
however,  is  subject  to  a  doubt  arising  out  of  the  question 
of  fact  which  has  given  rise  to  the  whole  dispute.  Did 
Mr.  Bethune  assume  on  his  own  account  to  sell  to  Innes, 
making  the  transaction  expressly  one  of  his  own,  or  did 
he  contract  as  agent  for  Brown ;  and  does  the  note 
amount  to  evidence  of  any  thing  more  than  what  the 
appeUant  insists  upon,  namely,  that  Mr.  Bethune  rely- 
ing upon  Brown's  acquiescence,  had  taken  upon  himself 

(a)  Owen  v.  Thomas,  3  M.  &  K.  353  ;  Western  v.  Russell,  3  Yes.  & 
B.  187  ;  Dobcll  V.  Hutchinson.  3  N.  &  M.  260 ;  Allen  v.  Bennett.  3 
Taunt,  at  p.  172 ;  Walford  v.  Beazeley,  3  Atk.  503  ;  Kennedy  v.  Lee. 
3  Mer.  441 :  x  Sug.  168-9. 
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to  deal  with  Innes  for  the  sale  as  if  the  land  were  his 
own,  not  contracting  on  behalf  of  Brown  ?  It  may  be 
said  that  the  letter  of  Bethune  to  Brown  (April,  1884) 
contains  no  statement  inconsistent  with  that ;  and  in 
truth  it  does  not ;  but  we  find  Brown  agreeing  to  the 
sale  at  that  specific  price,  both  before  and  after  the 
bargain  was  concluded,  and  we  cannot  hold  otherwise 
than  that  Innes  would  be  at  liberty  to  look  to  him  for  the 
fulfilment  of  the  contract,  though  he  might  also  have 
chosen  to  deal  with  Bethune  as  a  principal  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  have  a  clear  recourse  upon  him.  And 
indeed  Brown*$  letter  to  Innes^  written  in  April, 
expressly  adopts  the  contract.  "  I  cannot  make  a  title 
(he  says)  to  the  lot  you  purchased  until  I  get  the  pay  " 
This  is  equivalent  to  an  engagement  to  make  a  title 
when  he  does  get  his  pay  ;  and  it  is  a  promise  made 
directly  from  himself  to  Innes.  There  being  then  a 
sufficient  note  in  writing  of  his  agreement  to  convey  the 
Wilder  farm  to  Innes  when  he  should  receive  the  J6500, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  point,  whether  the  cir- 
cumstances of  Dr.  Innes  going  into  possession  as  he  did, 
and  being  allowed  to  bold  it,  making  considerable  im- 
provements, (relying  as  it  is  said,  on  his  purchase)  could 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  if  there  had  been  no 
sufficient  writing.  Nor  need  we  consider  the  effect  of 
payment  of  the  purchase  money,  which  indeed  could  not 
be  relied  upon  without  anticipating  the  discussion  upon 
the  main  question  in  the  case,  that  is,  whether  the  pur- 
chase money  can  be  considered  as  having  been  paid  to 
Brown  or  not.  The  appellant's  admissions  of  a  parol 
contract  in  her  answer,so  far  as  they  go,would  not  now, 
I  conceive,  be  sufficient  to  establish  the  case  in  the 
absence  of  a  writing,  because  she  expressly  sets  up  the 
statute  as  a  bar. 

Upon  the  third  point,  which  is,  whether  the  proceed- 
ings at  law  taken  by  Dr.  Innes'  executors  form  any 
impediment  to  the  devisees  suing  in  equity,  I  trust  we 
are  right  in  assuming  that  they  do  not  create  a  difficulty ; 
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but  I  do  not  by  any  means  accede  to  the  arguments  nsed 
on  the  part  of  the  respondents  on  this  point  in  the  case 
to  their  full  extent.  If  Brown  and  Innes  were  still  both 
living,  and  Innes  had  sued  Brmvn  in  such  an  action  as 
is  set  out  in  record,  which  is  in  evidence  in  this  case, 
his  recovery  of  damage?  would  of  comrse  have  prevented 
bis  suing  afterwards  in  equity  to  compel  a  conveyance ; 
so  I  think  would  his  failing  to  recover,  by  the  jury  giving 
a  verdict  against  him  upon  such  issues  as  involved  proof 
of  the  contract,  and  led  to  a  trial  upon  the  merits.  It 
seemed  to  be  assumed  that  final  judgment  must  bd 
entered ;  that  a  mere  verdict  is  of  no  consequence,  but 
that  the  civil  action  must  be  conducted  to  such  a  termi- 
nation as  places  upon  record  a  judgment  of  a  competent 
tribunal  upon  the  merits.  The  language  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  in  the  case  cited  (a)  is  certainly  to  that 
effect,  and  is  very  emphatic,  but  it  must  be  considered 
in  reference  to  the  particular  case,  and  can  hardly  have 
been  intended  to  lay  it  down  as  a  principle,  that  where  a 
party  has  received  an  injury  for  which  he  may  claim 
damages  at  law  to  the  extent  of  a  full  compensation,  or 
may  sue  in  equity  for  a  mere  specific  remedy,  he  may 
first  drag  the  opposite  party  into  a  court  of  law,  and  at 
any  time  before  or  after  verdict,  so  long  as  there  is  no 
judgment  entered  of  record,  may  at  pleasure  change  his 
jurisdiction,  abandon  his  action,  and  commence  a  suit  in 
equity.  If  both  parties  were  living,  I  conceive  that  Dr. 
Innes  could  not  have  abandoned  his  civil  action  after 
verdict  against  him,  and  filed  a  bill,  without  shewing 
some  ground  for  the  double  proceeding  that  is  not  shewn 
on  the  pleadings  before  us.  If  he  could  not  so  proceed 
against  Brown  himself,  he  could  no  more  proceed 
against  bis  heir  or  devisee.  Then  as  to  the  change  of 
parties  on  the  other  side,  it  has  this  effect,  no  doubt, 
that  by  Dr.  Innes'  death  bis  interests  as  to  the  realty 
and  personalty  are  in  different  hands.  His  executors, 
in  the  action  which  they  did  in  fact  bring,  could,  I  have 
no  doubt,  have  recovered  back  the  pmrchase  money 

(a)  Behrens  v.  Sieveking.  2  Mylne  St  Craig,  602. 
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which  Innes  had  paid ;  or  coald  have  recovered  what  a 
jury  might  think  it  reasonable  to  give  for  breach  of  the 
agreement  to  convey,  if,  in  the  opinion  of  the  conrt  and 
jury,  they  had  proved  suchacase  as  they  declared  upon. 
The  contract  was  broken  in  the  time  of  the  testator,  if 
broken  at  all ;  he  therefore  had  a  full  and  perfect  right 
to  recover  all  the  damages  occasioned  by  the  breach  of 
that  contract.  Neither  his  heir  nor  devisee  could  sue  at 
lawuponthebreachof  such  an  agreement;  their  remedy 
would  be  in  equity  only,  (a)  If  the  executor  had  re- 
covered in  the  action  at  law,  it  would  have  prevented 
the  devisee  suing  afterwards  in  equity,  for  clearly  the 
vendor  or  his  representative  could  not  be  compelled  to 
make  a  double  satisfaction  for  the  breach  of  the  one 
agreement.  The  remedy  of  the  devisee  of  Dr.  Innes 
would,  in  that  case,  as  I  consider,  be  against  his  execu- 
tors, to  compel  them  by  a  suit  in  equity  to  lay  out  the 
sum  which  they  might  have  recovered  in  the  purchaseof 
other  real  estate  for  the  devisee.  I  do  not  mean  that 
the  language  of  the  courts  has  been  always  decisive  and 
consistent  in  favour  of  the  executor  recoveringupon  such 
an  agreement  a  full  recompense  for  the  breach  of  cove- 
nant as  his  testator  could  have  done,  but  I  take  that  to 
be  the  effect  of  the  decisions,  and  I  cannot  reconcile  the 
language  of  the  judges  in  the  case  of  Orme  v.  Broughton, 
with  the  supposition  that  they  took  any  other  view  of 
the  law.  Then,  if  a  recovery  at  law  by  the  executors 
would  have  prevented  the  devisee  from  suing  in  equity 
to  compel  a  conveyance,  their  failure  to  recover  would, 
in  my  opinion,  have  the  same  effect  if  the  pleadings  in 
the  action  at  law  opened  to  the  jury  the  whole  case  upon 
its  merits,  so  that  the  plaintiffs  must  have  revovered  if 
they  have  proved  the  contract  alleged,  and  if  the  result, 
so  far  as  the  case  had  gone,  was  adverse  to  their  re- 
covering on  the  merits ;  otherwise  the  same  object  of 
litigation  might  be  pursued  in  two  tribunals,both  equally 
competent  to  charge  the  defendant,  though  not  both 

{a)  I  Bug.  371. 
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competent  to  give  the  same  remedy  to  the  same  plam- 
tifiEs.  I  do  not  understand  that  the  question  depends 
upon  that,  nor  upon  the  fact  of  the  party  succeeding  or 
failing.  If  it  does,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  meaning 
in  all  that  is  said  about  parties  not  being  allowed  to 
change  their  jurisdiction  after  a  tribunal  has  been 
resorted  to  which  can  entertain  the  case,  though  not 
precisely  in  the  same  shape.  No  doubt,  so  far  as  the 
principle  rests  upon  the  election  of  remedies  being  bind- 
ing, it  is  to  be  considered  that  it  was  the  executors  here 
that  proceeded  at  law,  and  that  it  is  their  election  which 
is  attempted  to  be  made  conclusive  upon  the  devisee, 
who  stands  on  a  different  interest.  Still  the  question 
remains,  whether  the  party  can  be  allowed  to  be  pre- 
judiced by  the  circumstance  of  Innes'  death  having 
placed  his  real  and  personal  estates  and  interests  in  dif- 
ferent hands.  So  far  as  his  estate  is  concerned,  it  would 
seem  reasonable  to  hold  that  it  should  not  be  in  the 
power  of  those  representing  him  in  different  respects  to 
pursue  separate  remedies  for  the  same  injury,  any  more 
than  he  could  have  done  it  while  living.  If  a  court  of 
equity  would  in  such  a  case,  at  the  instance  of  the 
devisee,  restrain  the  executors  from  proceeding  at  law 
for  damages,  in  order  that  the  estate  might  be  obtained 
in  equity,  in  a  suit  for  specific  performance,  that  would 
seem  to  be  the  proper  course.  But  it  is  material  to  con- 
sider, that  we  had  not  in  this  province  at  that  time  any 
court  of  equity  to  resort  to,  and  that  the  devisee  was  on 
that  account  perfectly  helpless.  Whatever  effect  there- 
fore it  might  seem  proper  to  give  to  the  fact  of  the 
executors  having  sued  at  law  under  other  circumstances, 
it  would  seem  very  unreasonable  and  unjust  to  hold  the 
devisee  precluded  by  the  abortive  attempt  of  the  exe- 
cutors to  recover  damages,  while  she  had  no  tribunal 
open  to  her  in  which  she  could  sue,  though  if  the  execu* 
tors  had  recovered  a  recompense  in  damages,  that  must, 
as  I  suppose,  have  put  an  end  to  all  further  proceed- 
ings against  Brown's  estate  on  the  agreement. 
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There  are  other  conBiderations  connected  with  this 
branch  of  the  case  which  I  will  not  now  dwell  upon, 
because  our  ultimate  decision  will  not  turn  upon  them. 
If  it  did,  indeed,  I  should  feel  it  necessary  to  pursue 
the  subject  much  further,  for  I  have  not  arrived  at  a 
clear  conclusion  upon  it.  It  may  be  that  it  ought  to 
have  been  shewn  in  this  suit,  that  the  failure  to  recover 
at  law  was  not  upon  some  ground  arising  from  defects 
in  the  system  of  proceeding  at  law,  or  it  may  be  that 
the  executors  failing  at  law  upon  grounds  which  would 
be  equally  conclusive  in  equity,  should  be  no  impedi- 
ment whatever  to  the  devisee  afterwards  pursuing  her 
remedy  in  equity,  and  it  would  at  any  rate  be  right  to 
hold  this  until  we  can  see  the  contrary  very  clearly 
established  upon  authority. 

At  present  I  assume  that  the  agreement  is  legally 
proved  as  charged  in  the 'bill,  that  is,  that  Brown  en- 
gaged to  convey  the  land  on  being  paid  ;£600  in  cash, 
and  the  devisee  has  this  remedy  upon  it,  and  that  she 
is  not  precluded  from  pursuing  it  by  the  attempt  which 
the  executors  of  Dr.  Innes  have  made,  and  failed  in, 
to  recover  damages  at  law ;  and  as  the  case  is  one  of 
considerable  hardship,  it  is  more  satisfactory  to  be  able 
thus  to  dispose  of  it  on  a  view  of  its  substantial  merits. 

All  that  remains  to  be  determined  then,  is,  whether 
Mr.  Brown  can  be  properly  held  to  have  broken  his 
contract,  or  rather,  whether  the  devisee  of  Dr.  InneB 
is  now  in  such  a  position  that  she  can  call  on  Brown* 9 
representative  to  perform  it. 

We  have  considered  the  evidence  as  carefully  as  we 
are  able,  in  all  its  bearings,  and  are  compelled  to  say, 
that,  in  our  opinion.  Brown  is  not  chargeable  with  a 
breach  of  his  contract,  for  that  the  condition  has  not 
been  performed  on  which  he  undertook  to  convey ;  he 
has  not  been  paid  the  i>500. 
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The  devisee  (otinnes)  contends  that  Mr.  BethuneyftiQ 
reaUy  the  agent  of  Brown  for  receiving  the  money,  as 
well  as  for  finding  a  purchaser ;  that  upon  the  supposi- 
tion that  he  was  so,  Dr.  Innes  paid  him  by  placing  bills 
in  bis  hands  which  produced  the  amount;  that  although 
Brown  named  £500  as  bis  coih  price,  and  though  the 
bills  at  three  or  four  months,  not  yet  presented,  were  not 
cash,  yet  they  were  accepted  by  Brown's  agent,  and  with 
the  knowledge  of  Brown,  as  a  compliance  with  the  terms 
which  BrownhsA  exacted,  provided  they  should  be  paid 
at  maturity ;  that  is  the  delay  was  not  objected  to.  She 
contends  further,  that  the  understanding  and  expecta- 
tion of  Brown  was  that  the  biUs  were  to  be  negotiated 
through  Mr.  Bethune,  and  the  money  pass  into  his 
hands ;  that  therefore  when  the  money  did  pass  into  his 
hands,  it  was  in  fact  and  legal  effect  a  payment  to 
Brown,  and  entitled  Dr.  Innes  to  call  for  his  deed. 

She  insists  further,  that  this  view  of  the  case  is 
strengthened  by  the  facts,  that  Bethune  and  Brown  had 
up  to  that  time  and  at  that  time  large  unsettled  trans- 
actions together,  and  connexions  in  business  of  so 
intimate  a  nature,  that  payment  to  one,  on  account  of  the 
other,  of  an  amount  like  that  in  question,  upon  similar 
transactions,  might  be  implied  from  the  accounts  given 
in  evidence  to  have  been  a  matter  of  ordinary  occurrence , 
which  neither  would  think  of  objecting  to;  that  the 
natureof  their  dealings  in  regard  to  mutual  accommoda- 
tion in  banking  paper,  would  naturally  account  for  their 
business  being  upon  such  a  footing,  that  the  actual  state 
of  their  accounts  at  that  time  did  either  in  fact  warrant 
Mr.  Bethune  in  taking  credit  to  himself  for  the  proceeds 
of  these  bills  on  Brown's  account,  or  that  both  parties 
might  well  have  supposed  it  did,  and  might  therefore, 
for  the  time  at  least,  without  impropriety  on  the  one- 
side,  or  dissatisfaction  on  the  other,  have  been  content 
to  have  the  matter  rest  on  that  footing ;  that  when  the 
bills  were  given,  Mr.  Bethune  was  looked  upon  by  every 
one  as  perfectly  solvent,  and  Brown's  confidence  in  him 

11  I  E.  <ft  A. 
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was  unlimited ;  that  there  is  therefore  in  all  the  circmn- 
stances  no  reason  to  doubt,  but  on  the  contrary  good 
reason  to  infer,  that  Brown  did  understand  and  intend 
when  the  bills  were  taken,  that  Mr.  Bethune  should 
negotiate  them  and  receive  the  proceeds,  and  should 
credit  the  sum  to  him  in  account,  and  that  as  soon  as 
it  should  be  known  that  the  bills  thus  negotiated  were 
actually  paid,  it  should  be  considered  that  the  £500 
were  paid  within  the  condition  of  the  bargain  which 
Mr.  Bethune  was  authorized  to  make,  so  that  Innes 
might  then  call  for  his  deed. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  if  this  be  so,  the  consequence 
would  follow,  that  the  money  being  paid  upon  the  bills 
in  good  faith  to  Mr.  Bethune^  before  his  insolvency  was 
known,  or  paid  to  any  one  whom  he  had  transferred 
them  for  value  in  the  way  of  business,  would  be  a  good 
payment  to  Brown^  and  would  entitle  Dr.  Inne9  to 
demand  a  conveyance. 

Mr.  Betkwne's  evidence  in  his  depositions  goes  far  to 
support  such  a  case,  but  not  to  the  full  extent,  for  even 
in  these  depositions  he  admits  that  Dr.  Innes  often 
stated  that  he  looked  to  him  (Bethune)  for  the  farm  or 
the  mxmeyf  and  would  have  nothing  to  do  toiih  Mr. 
Brown ;  and  it  is  but  just  to  the  appellant  to  consider, 
that  what  Mr.  Bethune  states  in  his  evidence,  taken 
upon  commission  after  he  had  left  this  province,  seems 
wholly  at  variance,  not  only  with  the  testimony  of  the 
two  Messrs.  OwBton^  but  with  the  written  statements  of 
the.  transaction  made  by  Mr.  Bethune  himself,  in  his 
note  written  at  the  time,  and  written  too  for  the  pur- 
pose of  governing  the  conduct  of  both  Brown  and  Innea, 
in  their  communications  with  each  other  upon  this 
very  matter.  It  seems  inconsistent  also  with  the 
declarations  and  conduct  of  Dr.  Innes  himself. 

It  is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  that  the  bills  being  trans- 
mitted from  Montreal  on  the  10th  of  October,  and  pay- 
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able  at  three  and  four  months  respectively  after  sight, 
it  was  not  known  (as  I  suppose)  at  Gobourg,  while  the 
communications  were  going  on,  in  April,  1884,  whether 
they  had  been  actually  paid  or  not,  though  it  seems 
that  it  was  known  they  were  accepted. 

Mr.  Bethune'$  affairs,  no  doubt,  were  in  an  embar- 
Tassed  and  confused  state  in  April,  1884,  while  these 
'Communications  about  the  title  were  passing  ;  but 
whether  that  was  generally  known  in  Cobourg  or  not, 
si  that  moment,  and  whether  it  was  known  to  Brown 
in  particular,  does  not  certainly  appear.  I  infer  from 
the  statements  in  the  evidence,  that  it  was  probably 
known  to  Brown  in  April,  1884,  that  Mr.  Bethune's 
sSairs  were  embarrassed,  and  that  their  mutual  trans- 
actions had  ceased  before  that  time. 

Bearing  these  things  in  mind,  we  must  now  look  at 
the  appellant's  case. 

Brown'9  written  instructions  to  Bethune  is,  to  sell 
the  farm  for  £500  cash.  What  that  means  there  can 
be  no  doubt,  and  we  can  admit  no  parol  evidence  of  a 
different  agreement ;  but  it  is  not  contended  that  the 
meaning  was,  that  the  bargain  was  to  be  instantly 
consummated  by  payment  of  the  money,  but  only  that 
when  it  was  to  be  consummated,  (which  Brown  would 
allow  a  reasonable  time  for,)  it  should  be  a  cash  trans- 
action. Brown  admitted  that  he  was  willing  to  wait 
tiU  Dr.  Innes  could  procure  his  money,  by  negotiating 
his  bills  through  Mr.  Bethune,  or  in  any  other  manner, 
bat  that  what  he  stipulated  for,  and  never  departed 
from,  was,  that  he  would  give  no  deed  tiU  he  actually 
got  the  money ;  that  he  had  merely  authorised  Mr. 
Bethune  to  close  with  any  offer  of  cash,  at  £500. 

The  evidence  seems  irresistibly  to  lead  to  the  convic- 
tion, that  Inne$  on  his  part  was  resolved  to  deal  exclu- 
sively with  Mr.  Bethune,  and  not  to  connect  himself  in 
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any  measure  or  degree  with  Brown.  He  would  pay 
Bethune  the  money,  and  look  to  him  for  the  deed,  and 
to  no  one  else,  satisfied  that  he  could  procure  it  for 
him,  and  that  if  he  could  not,  he  was  honourable 
and  responsible ;  and  that  he  would  therefore  be  ulti- 
mately safe  in  his  hands.  One  cannot  peruse  the 
evidence  without  being  satisfied  that  he  would  not  on 
any  account  have  placed  his  bills  in  BrowrCs  hands, 
though  he  knew  (as  I  suppose)  in  September,  1838, 
that  the  land  was  Brown's^  and  that  the  deed  must 
come  from  him. 

Mr.  Bethune  on  his  part,  seems  not  to  have  hesitated 
to  close  the  bargain  with  Dr.  Innee,  as  if  the  land  were 
his  own  and  not  Brown's ;  I  do  not  mean  that  he  mis- 
represented the  state  of  the  title,  or  that  Innes  did 
not  know  it,  but  that  he  was  willing  to  deal  on  that 
footing ;  to  sell  the  land  as  he  would  have  sold  a  lot 
of  his  own,  making  himself  responsible  for  the  title, 
and  to  account  to  Brown  (as  no  doubt  he  meant  to  do) 
for  the  proceeds.  Accordingly,  though  Brown  wanted 
cash,  as  he  says,  and  therefore  those  sterling  bills 
might  have  answered  to  him,  as  well  as  to  Mr.  Bethune^ 
the  valuable  purpose  of  supporting  credit  by  making  a 
conditional  remittance,  and  thou^  he  lived  nearer  to 
Dr.  Innesy  it  seems,  than  Mr.  Bethune  did,  yet  the  bills 
were  drawn  not  in  Brown's  favour,  but  in  Mr.  Bethune' s; 
they  did  not  pass  into  Brown's  hands,  but  were  imme- 
diately  sent  by  Mr.  Bethune  to  his  correspondent  in 
Montreal,  with  directions  to  credit  them  to  his  account. 
'*  These  bills,**  (he  says  to  his  correspondent  and  credi- 
tor, for  he  was  then  largely  indebted  to  Bradbury)  "  are 
taken  in  payment  of  land.  The  gentleman  came  well 
recommended.    You  will  of  course  forward  them,"  &c- 

This  is  just  what  he  would  write  of  a  transaction  of  his 
own,  and  if  it  had  been  true,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  but  not 
proved,  that  at  that  time  the  balance  in  account  with 
Brown  was  much  in  Bethune' s  favour ;  or  if,  Bethune 
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believed  that,  which  we  must  suppose  from  his  evidence 
he  did,  one  can  well  understand  that  he  would  make 
just  such  a  communication,  if,  having  Browns  per- 
mission to  sell  the  farm  for  £500,  he  resolved  to  act 
as  if  the  sale  were  on  his  own  account,  holding  himself 
accountable,  as  of  course  he  would  be,  to  Browriy  for 
the  proceeds.  All  this  would  have  been  well  enough, 
and  would  have  led  to  no  loss  in  any  quarter,  if  Bethune 
had  remained  solvent ;  but  the  money  being  lost  in  his 
bands,  from  his  inability  to  replace  it  after  he  had 
diverted  it  to  the  payment  of  his  own  debt  to  Bradbury, 
it  becomes  due,  in  justice  to  the  other  party,  to  scan 
the  nature  of  the  transaction  scrupulously ;  not  by 
what  Mr.  Bethune  may  have  intended  to  do,  but  by 
what  Brown  contemplated  and  agreed  to  do. 

It  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  Brown  knew  that 
Mr.  Bethune  had  found  a  purchaser  in  Dr.  Innes,  and 
that  he  had  received  bills  from  him  ;  and  that  he  was 
content  to  wait  for  a  few  months  in  the  expectation  of 
receiving  the  money,  either  from  Dr.  Innes  or  from 
Mr.  Bethune,  it  would  not  matter  which,  and  it  is  not 
inconsistent  with  the  appellant's  account  of  the  matter, 
that  in  the  meantime  he  should  offer  no  opposition  to 
Dr.  Innes* 8  going  into  possession,  upon  any  com- 
promise which  he  could  make  with  Wilder  the  tenant. 

That  Dr.  Innes  took  possession  in  consequence  of  his 
intended  purchase,  and  would  not  have  done  so  but  for 
that,  and  that  Mr.  Brown  so  understood  the  matter,  I 
have  no  doubt ;  so  also  that  Dr.  Innes  should  make 
improvements  on  the  place,  which  he  would  not  have 
done  but  for  his  purchase ;  and  that  Brown  must  have 
thought  so,  it  is  most  reasonable  to  infer ;  but  it  seems 
to  me  that  these  circumstances  are  of  no  importance 
either  way.  Dr.  Innes  felt  confident  that  his  bills  would 
be  paid,  as  they  were ;  and  it  is  plain  that  nothing  was 
farther  from  his  mind,  than  any  distrust  of  his  money 
in  that  case  finding  its  way  to  Mr.  Broum.    On  the 
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other  hand,  Brown  might  naturally  take  it  for  granted 
that  Dr.  Innes  knew  his  own  prospects^of  getting  the 
money;  that  he  well  understood,  that  without  the 
money  he  could  get  no  title,  and  that  he  therefore 
acted  at  his  own  risk.  Brown  was  secure  as  long  as 
he  held  the  title,  and  he  had  no  motive  for  warning  or 
prohibiting  Dr.  Innes  from  doing  any  thing  that  he 
was  doing,  or  for  offending  his  proposed  purchaser  by 
intimating  any  distrust. 

Then  in  April,  1884,  while,  for  all  that  appears, 
(though  I  am  not  sure  the  fact  was  so,)  the  actual  pay- 
ment of  the  bills  in  England  might  not  have  been 
known  in  this  country,  we  find  Dr.  Innes  pressing  Mr, 
Bethune  for  his  deed.  If  he  did  not  tlien  know  that 
the  bills  were  paid,  he  was  pressing  for  his  title  pre- 
maturely ;  and  his  anxiety  probably  arose  from  rum- 
ours of  Mr.  Bethune's  difficulties,  and  upon  thia 
occasion  it  is  that  Mr.  Bethune,  for  the  first  time,  for 
all  that  appears,  (except  as  he  states  in  his  own 
depositions,)  informs  Mr.  Brown  how  the  transaction 
really  stood,  in  the  hope  of  inducing  Brown  to  make 
the  title  without  receiving  the  money. 

His  letter  bears  strong  marks  of  its  being  his  first 
communication  to  Brown  of  his  transaction  with  Innet 
about  the  bills ;  he  impliedly  admits  in  it  that  he  cannot 
insist  on  a  title  being  made,  because  the  money  ^as 
not  paid,  but  he  suggests  that  a  deed  may  be  made  and 
deposited  with  a  third  party,  subject  to  Broicn's  order, 
which  could  only  be  to  quiet  Dr.  Innes's  anxiety  for  the 
time.  He  does  not  then  tell  Brown  that  he  had  made 
use  of  the  bills  as  a  remittance ;  he  does  not  pretend  that 
Brown  had  authorised  him  to  receive  the  money  on  his 
account,  but  says  he  can  draw  for  it  (to  pay  over  to 
Brown)  as  soon  as  he  hears  that  the  bills  are  paid.  He 
does  not  pretend  that  he  had  given  Brown  credit  for  the 
money  in  the  accounts  between  them ;  or  that  he  meant 
to  do  so,  or  was  at  liberty  to  do  so ;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
says  expressly  in  his  note,"  this  transaction  is  entirely  out 
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of  our  other  hisinessy''  thereby  holding  out  to  him  the 
certain  prospect,  if  the  bills  should  be  paid,  of  the 
actual  d9500  going  into  Brown's  hands,  just  as  much  as 
if  Dr. /nnes  had  sent  his  bills  through  any  other  channel. 

All  this  is  consistent  with  the  appellant's  account  of 
the  transactions,  though  very  inconsistent  with  Mr. 
Beihune's  statement  made  long  afterwards,  when  he  had 
failed  in  business,  and  when  he  must  have  been  aware, 
that  the  effect  of  his  having  converted  the  bills  to  his 
own  purpose  must  have  been  to  throw  the  loss  of  the 
whole  money  upon  Dr.  Innes,  who  had  trusted  him  so 
implicitly,  and  would  trust  no  one  else,  unless  the  trans- 
action could  be  so  treated  as  to  make  Brown  bound  by 
the  payment.  Such  a  reflection  must,  I  have  no  doubt, 
have  been  a  very  painful  aggravation  to  Mr.  Bethune  of 
the  misfortunes  he  had  fallen  into.  That  it  could  have 
induced  him  to  state,  under  his  oath,  anything  contrary 
to  his  clear  recollection  of  the  facts,  we  should  not 
allow  ourselves  to  suppose,  but  it  is  due  to  justice  to 
consider,  that  this  note  contained  his  statement  of  the 
facts  of  the  transactions  while  they  were  recent ;  a 
statement,  too,  deliberately  made  in  writing,  for  the 
purpose  of  inducing  Broicn  to  act  upon  it ;  and  what 
gives  it  great  additional  weight,  and  was  justly  relied 
upon  in  the  argument  as  having  that  effect,  is  that  Dr. 
InneSy  by  taking  this  note  himself  to  Broivn,  which  he 
had  read  and  found  no  fault  with,  impliedly  confirmed 
Bethune's  account  of  the  transaction.  If  he  then  con- 
ceived from  any  thing  Mr.  Bethune  had  formerly  stated 
to  him,  that  when  the  bills  were  paid,  Brown  would  be 
paid,  whether  he  over  saw  the  money  or  not,  why  did 
he  not  say  that  there  could  be  no  occasion  to  wait  till 
Mr.  Bethune  could  draw  for  the  money  upon  his  agent 
in  England,  for  that  payment  to  Mr.  Bethune's  agent 
there  would  be  a  compliance  with  his  contract,  what- 
ever might  become  afterwards  of  the  money  ? 

If  the  letter  he  was  carrying  from  Bethtme  to  Brown, 
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should  not  naturally  have  led  to  thid  remonstrance  on 
his  part,  Brown's  answer  to  his  own  note  surely  must, 
for  Brown  there  assured  him  in  plain  and  positive 
terms,  that  there  should  be  no  deed  made  till  he  got 
the  money;  and  he  gave  as  a  reason  why  he  had  always 
insisted  upon  this,  that  he  had  a  mortgage  on  the  land 
to  pay  off,  and  must  have  the  money  to  do  it  with. 

Now  if  it  were  clearly  shewn  that  Innes  did  in  truth 
only  deal  with  Bethune  as  Brawn's  agent,  that  Bethune 
was  authorised  by  Brown  not  merely  to  take  the  oflfer 
but  to  take  the  money,  (which  I  do  not  take  to  be  the 
obvious  construction  of  his  note  of  April,  1888,)  then  of 
course  Innes*  situation  could  not  be  prejudiced  by  any 
misapplication  which  Bethune  might  make  of  the  money 
after  receiving  it,  so  long  as  Innes  himself  acted  in 
perfect  good  faith,  as  I  have  no  doubt  he  did  ;  but  the 
difficulty  of  the  case  consists  in  this,  that  Brown  seems 
to  have  done  all  a  man  could  do  to  preserve  his  land  till 
he  should  actually  get  his  money;  that  the  written  docu- 
ments shewed  he  acted  in  that  spirit;  thsAMr.  Bethune' s 
own  written  account  of  it,  and  Dr.  Innes'  conduct  and 
admissions,  confirm  it,  and  produce  a  preponderance  of 
evidence  strongly  in  favour  of  the  appellant's  case, 
even  without  the  aid  of  the  very  circumstantial  and 
conclusive  testimony  of  the  witness  Owston,  whose 
evidence  is  not  in  any  manner  impeached  or  shaken. 

To  these  circumstances  it  is  to  be  added,  that  in  the 
accounts  rendered  by  Mr.  Bethune  during  this  period, 
and  extending  to  the  close  of  his  transactions  with 
Broum^  he  made  no  mention  of  these  bills ;  that  it  now 
turns  out  that  in  1885,  upon  a  settlement  of  accounts 
with  Brown,  he  discovered  himself  to  be  more  than 
d92000  in  his  debt ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  bargain  being 
made  he  was  in  his  debt  a  small  sum,  and  that  it  is  not 
proved,  as  is  alleged  in  the  bill,  that  he  applied  the  £500 
in  making  good  any  liabilities  which  he  had  assumed 
tor  Brown;  but  clearly  otherwise.     And  it  is  further 
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material  to  remember,  that  the  bills  which  Dr.  Innes 
had  placed  in  Bethune's  hands  were  not  for  the  amount 
of  the  purchase  money  only,  but  were  for  £500  sterling ; 
which  would  produce,  with  premium  on  exchange,  I  sup- 
pose,  nearly  £100  more ;  and  that  Mr.  Bethune  was  to 
place  the  overplus  to  Dr.  Innes'  credit  in  the  bank  for 
which  he  was  agent.  The  whole  case  seems  to  lead  to 
the  conyiction,  that  Dr.  Innes  confined  his  transaction 
to  Mr.  Bethune  expressly  and  designedly,  and  made  him 
his  own  agent  to  receive  his  money,  and  pay  it  to  Brown, 
and  to  procure  his  deed,  instead  of  dealing  with  him  as 
Brown's  agent,  and  paying  him  the  £500  sterling  in 
that  capacity.  If  Bethune  had  continued  solvent,  and 
Brown  had  become  bankrupt,  and  his  real  estate  passed 
into  the  hands  of  assignees ;  and  if  Dr.  Innes,  having 
negotiated  his  bills  through  some  other  channel,had  paid 
his  £500  sterling  in  cash  into  Bethune's  hands,  and  it 
had  been  actually  consumed  there  by  fire,  he  would  have 
thought  it,  I  doubt  not,  most  strange  and  unreasonable, 
that  he  should  be  told  that  his  money  was  virtually  in 
Brown's  hands,  and  that  he  could  look  only  to  him. 

The  evidence  seems  to  place  the  case  on  grounds  to 
which  Lord  EUenborough's  language  in  Parnther  v. 
GaitskUl  (a)  strongly  applies  :  *'  The  money  appears  to 
have  been  paid  by  the  plainti£f  upon  his  own  confidence 
in  the  agent  employed,  and  having  trusted  him,  with- 
out any  fault  in  the  defendant  to  induce  that  confi- 
dence, he  must  stand  to  theloss,  and  is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover it  against  the  defendant." 

If  this  be  the  correct  view  to  take  of  the  transaction, 
it  must  as  decidedly  prevent  a  court  of  equity  from 
decreeing  a  specific  performance  of  the  con  tract,or  rather 
from  decreeing  a  conveyance,  as  it  should  prevent  the 
party  from  receiving  damages  at  law  for  an  alleged 
breach  of  contract.  It  is  with  much  relactance  that  we 
come  to  the  conclusion  upon  the  case  which  I  have 


(a)  13  E.  R.  438. 
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expressed,  because  although,  looking  merely  to  the 
amount,  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  that  the  one 
estate  should  lose  the  land  by  being  compelled  to  con- 
yey  it  without  an  equivalent,  as  that  the  other  should 
lose  the  money  with  which  the  land  was  intended  to 
be  purchased,  yet  there  is  reason  to  fear  that  the  losa 
must  press  much  more  heavily,  if  not  distressingly, 
upon  the  one  party  than  it  would  upon  the  other,  and 
because  the  loss  has  occurred  partly  through  the  mis- 
fortunes, and  partly  through  the  irregularity,  of  one 
in  whom  Brown  had  long  been  reposing,  as  it  appears, 
especial  confidence,  and  who  was  much  better  known 
to  him  than  to  Dr.  Innes.  And  again,  when  we  see  the 
nature  of  the  accounts  between  these  parties,  the  mul- 
titude of  their  transactions  respecting  lands,  the  free- 
dom with  which  large  credits  were  passed  by  Bethune 
to  Brown  upon  similar  transactions,  and  when  we  con- 
sider the  estimation  in  which  Mr.  Bethune  is  admitted 
to  have  stood,  both  in  regard  to  character  and  means, 
we  cannot  feel  sure,  if  Mr.  Bethune  had  for  any  pur- 
pose desired  to  let  the  £500,  when  paid,  pass  into  their 
current  account,  that  Brown  would  at  any  time  have 
objected ;  and  we  cannot,  after  all,  be  certain  that  this 
was  not  the  understanding  between  them  in  regard  to 
this  particular  transaction.  If  it  were  so,  that  would 
put  an  end  to  the  question  ;  but  looking  only  at  what 
is  proved  in  the  case  before  us,  we  are  bound  to  say, 
that  the  evidence  shows  almost  conclusively,  that  the 
transaction  was  one  of  a  different  kind  ;  and  it  is  a 
principle  in  equity,  that  unless  the  case  is  free  from 
difficulty  and  doubt,  specific  performance  should  not 
be  decreed,  but  the  parties  should  be  left  to  such 
remedies  as  the  law  will  give  them. 

We  have  thought  of  the  propriety  of  directing  an  issue 
in  order  to  take  the  opinion  of  a  jury  upon  the  question 
of  payment,  but  it  is  in  so  great  a  measure  a  question  of 
law,  arising  upon  the  conduct  and  statements  of  parties 
evidenced  by  writing,  and  not  capable,  for  any  thing  that 
is  suggested,  of  having  additional  light  thrown  upon  it 
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by  further  proofs  in  the  power  of  either  party,  that  we 
shonid  hesitate  about  the  propriety  of  such  a  course, 
since  it  could  not  be  satisfactory  to  adopt  the  conclu- 
sion of  a  jury  at  variance  with  the  written  statements, 
which,  so  far  as  they  go,  should  be  their  guide  as  well 
as  ours.  And  there  is  besides  the  fact  well  known  to 
ourselves,  as  well  as  to  the  parties,  that  the  opinion  of 
a  jury  has  already  more  than  once  been  given  upon 
the  very  question  upon  which  the  case  now  turns, 
namely,  whether  Mr.  Bethune  received  the  money  as 
the  agent  of  Innes  or  of  Brown  f 

It  was  noticed,  indeed,  upon  the  argument  of  this 
appeal,  that  in  consequence  of  the  discussions  to  which 
the  verdicts  alluded  to  have  given  rise  in  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench,  the  case  does  not  come  as  a  new  one 
before  us,  when  we  are  called  upon  to  review  the 
decision  of  his  honour  the  Vice-Chancellor.  We  wish 
it  had  been  otherwise,  for  it  is  very  natural  that  one  of 
the  parties  should  consider  it  a  disadvantage.  The 
circumstance,  however,  which  occasions  it,  is  one  over 
which  we  have  no  control.  When  the  legislature 
thought  fit  to  make  the  common  law  judges  members 
of  a  court  for  hearing  appeal  cases  which  had  been 
decided  in  Chancery,  they  made  it  their  duty  to  pro- 
nounce the  best  judgment  they  can  form  upon  whatever 
cases  the  parties  may  bring  before  them. 

The  changes  in  the  political  arrangements  of  the  gov- 
ernment, which  have  since  removed  to  a  great  distance 
almost  all  those  members  of  the  court  of  appeak  with 
whom  it  was  intended  we  should  be  associated,  must 
have  the  effect,  while  things  remain  on  this  footing,  of 
placing  us  now  and  then  in  a  situation  where  we  must 
decide  upon  questions  which  in  some  other  shape  have 
been  already  before  us,  and  perhaps  between  the  same 
parties,  and  upon  the  same  facts.  If  this  previous 
judicial  acquaintance  with  a  case  be  a  disadvantage, 
the  party  in  whose  favour  his  honour  the  Vice-Chan- 
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cellor  has  decided,  may  be  at  least  assured,  that  if  we 
could  have  found  ourselves  warranted  by  the  course  of 
equity  proceedings,  in  disposing  of  the  case  in  a  man- 
ner more  favourable  to  her  than  the  common  law  had 
seemed  to  us  to  allow,  we  have  had  every  inclination 
to  give  her  the  full  benefit  of  the  difference.  If  we  have 
failed,  as  is  very  possible,  in  arriving  at  the  correct 
conclusion,  it  is  some  satisfaction  to  reflect  that  there 
is  still  a  course  open,  though  unfortunately  an  expen- 
sive one,  for  obtaining  in  a  higher  court  the  judgment 
of  minds  far  more  experienced,  and  not  possessed  with 
any  previous  opinions  upon  the  facts  to  be  submitted 
to  them. 

The  result  of  our  judgment  is,  that  the  decree  is 
reversed  and  the  bill  dismissed  with  costs. 


(Fibruary,  Z2  and  27,  1847  J 

[Before  the  Hon.  the  Chief  Justice^  the  Hon.  J.  B. 
Macaulay,  Ex.  C,  the  Hon.  H.  J.  BovUon,  Ex.  C,  and 
the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  McLean.] 

On  an  Appeal  from  a  Decrbb  of  His  Honour  thb  Vicb-Chan^' 
CBLLOR  OP  Upper  Canada. 


Simpson  v.  Smyth. 

The  Court  of  Chancery,  under  the  nth  section  of  the  Chancery  Act, 
may  under  certain  circumstances  refuse  redemption,  notwithstand- 
ing twenty  years  have  not  elapsed  since  the  mortgagor  went  oat 
of  possession. 

After  the  decision  as  reported  ante  page  1,  the  cause 
was  again  brought  on  for  argument. 

Mr.  Blake  appeared  as  counsel  for  the  appellants. 

Mr.  Esten  for  the  respondents;  their  arguments 
being  confined  to  the  construction  to  be  placed  upon  the 
eleventh  section  of  the  Chancery  Act,  7  Wm.  IV.,  ch.,  2. 

Judgment — Bobinson,  C.J. — I  retain  in  this  case  the 
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opinion  i¥hich  I  expressed  after  the  last  argument.  I 
still  have  no  doubt  that  the  legislature  did  intend  by 
the  eleventh  clause  of  the  Chancery  Act,  to  give  to  the 
court  which  they  were  about  creating  an  unlimited 
authority  to  grant  orwithholdredemption  of  amortgage, 
as  well  as  authority  to  impose  particular  conditions  for 
the  benefit  of  the  mortgagee,  in  regard  to  compensation 
for  improvements,  when  they  should  allow  redemption ; 
this  discretionary  authority  to  depart  from  the  rules  of 
equity  in  England  being  limited,  however,  to  those  casea 
in  which  the  estate  of  the  mortgagee  had  become  absolute 
before  the  passing  of  the  act,  by  reason  of  the  failure 
of  the  mortgagor  to  perform  the  conditions.  I  think 
also,  that  it  is  by  no  means  unreasonable  to  suppose 
(but  quite  otherwise)  that  the  legislature  would  think 
it  proper  after  the  most  mature  deliberation  to  grant 
this  extensive  discretion  to  the  new  court. 

They  were  about  suddenly  to  create  an  equitable  juris- 
diction in  a  country  in  which  the  law  of  England,uncon- 
trolled  by  and  unmixed  with  equity,  had  been  adminis- 
tered for  nearly  fifty  years;  and  where  mortgages  had 
been  freely  given  and  taken  throughout  all  that  period, 
both  parties  being  left,  in  such  cases,  as  in  all  others,to 
the  legal  consequences  of  their  contracts.  It  might  have 
been  an  opinion  among  lawyers,  looking  speculatively  at 
the  subject,  that  there  was  an  equity  of  redemption 
nevertheless  slumbering,  though  the  mortgagor,  as  the 
law  stood,  had  no  means  of  enforcing  it,  and  the  mort- 
gagee no  means  of  guarding  against  it  by  foreclosing. 

The  legislature,  when  they  were  about  creating  a  court 
of  equity  in  1887,  if  they  desired  that  it  should  have  the 
power  of  granting  relief  in  respect  to  past  transactions 
no  longer  open,  and  when  nothing  remained  to  be  exe- 
cuted on  either  side,  must  have  been  sensible  that  by 
thus  throwing  a  new  ingredient  into  such  contracts, 
they  were  creating  a  state  of  things  very  much  out  of 
the  ordinary  course. 
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They  could  not  collectively  foresee,  nor,  I  think,eoiild 
the  most  experienced  mind  among  them  have  forseen, 
the  questions  and  difficulties  that  might  present  them- 
selves, if  the  proposed  court  of  equity  were  to  have 
power  to  deal  with  such  cases  as  I  have  described,  and 
were  expected  to  apply  to  them  the  rules  and  principles 
of  English  courts  of  equity,  without  making  allowance 
for  such  a  state  of  things  as  does  not  exist  in  England  ; 
but  I  think  it  might%e  expected  to  occur  to  the  least 
^experienced  mind  in  the  legislature,  upon  slight  reflec* 
tion,  that  the  court  would  soon  be  urged  to  allow 
redemption,in  cases  when  in  England  redemption  would 
be  out  of  the  question  on  account  of  the  lapse  of  time ; 
and  that  it  would  on  the  other  hand  be  not  unfrequently 
perhaps  pressed  to  refuse  redemption  where  in  England 
it  would  undoubtedly  be  allowed,  the  respective  parties 
resting  their  claims  on  the  peculiar  equitable  considera- 
tions arising  from  the  circuofstance  that  there  had  hith- 
erto been  no  court  of  equity.  The  mortgagor  might 
say,  "  I  came  late  it  is  true,  but  it  is  only  because  there 
was  no  such  remedy  to  be  had  before."  The  mortgagee 
mightsay,  ''I  claim  to  holdmy  estate  absolutely,  though 
I  have  not  been  twenty  years  in  possession,  because 
having  no  means  for  foreclosing,  and  having  waited  for 
years  for  my  debt,  relying  on  an  unproductive  security 
I  was  obliged,  as  the  mortgagor  well  knew,  to  avail 
myself  of  my  legal  rights,  and  to  act  as  if  I  were  in  that 
situation,  which  I  unquestionably  would  have  been  in, 
if  I  had  had  a  court  open  in  which  I  could  have  pro- 
ceeded to  foreclose." 

I  need  not  hesitate  to  say,  that  there  might  well  arise 
cases  in^  which  the  mortgagee  would  have  justice  in  his 
favour  in  objecting  to  redemption  being  granted,  even 
though  there  had  been  no  bar  from  mere  lapse  of  time, 
and  though  there  might  be  no  other  ground  on  which 
redemption  could  be  refused  under  the  authority  of  any 
adjudged  case  in  England ;  for  in  the  very  case  before 
us  a  majority  of  this  court  have  expressed  the  opinion 
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that  it  would  be  reasonable  and  just  to  refuse  redemp- 
tion, if  the  court  had  the  power  to  do  so.  And  I  could 
easily  suppose  cases  in  which  the  grounds  in  favour  of 
the  mortgagee  might  be  even  stronger. 

It  might  have  occurred  to  the  legislature,  and  possibly 
it  did,  that  new  cases  have  in  very  many  instances 
given  rise  to  new  precedents ;  that  it  is  the  essential 
attribute  of  courts  of  equity  never  to  be  compelled  to 
do  injustice ;  and  that  whenever  they  find  they  cannot 
interpose  without  inflicting  wrong,  they  will  leave 
parties  to  abide  by  the  consequences  of  their  legal 
rights.  And  they  may  not  have  taken  it  for  granted, 
that  if  they  should  make  no  special  provision  on  the 
subject,  the  new  court  of  equity  would  not  have  an 
inherent  discretion  and  authority  to  depart  from  English 
rules  in  such  cases,  whenever  they  should  see  clearly 
that  their  application  must  produce  injustice,  on  account 
of  past  cij^cumstances,  and  a  state  of  things  peculiar  to 
this  country,  and  which  could  not  have  received  con- 
sideration in  English  courts  of  equity.  If,  in  truth, 
they  had  entertained  that  impression,  either  certainly, 
or  with  some  degree  of  doubt,  yet  they  could  not  be 
sure  that  the  judge  who  should  preside  in  the  court 
would  feel  his  ground  clear  in  that  respect,  and  they 
might  be  well  satisfied,  that  if  he  should  assume  a 
discretion  to  create  new  principles  of  action  in  his 
court,  his  right  to  do  so  would  be  strenuously  contested. 
They  might,  therefore,  naturally  feel  that  it  would  be 
more  considerate  towards  the  proposed  new  court,  and 
to  those  who  were  to  be  litigants  in  it,  if  they  should 
make  it  clear  in  their  statute,  that  they  intended  to 
invest  the  equitable  tribunal  with  full  power  to  do 
complete  justice  in  the  cases  alluded  to,  unfettered  by 
the  English  practice,  established  as  that  had  been 
under  widely  different  circumstances. 

It  might  be  objected  by  some  that  this  would  be  con- 
ferring a  dangerous  power  and  authority  to  act  without 
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settled  principles ;  but  others  might  think  that  evil 
less  with  the  security  of  a  double  appeal,  than  the 
eyil  of  leaving  the  court  under  the  certain  necessity  of 
doing  injustice,  from  the  want  of  power  to  do  what 
they  might  see  and  know  to  be  right ;  from  an  inability, 
in  short,  to  meet  an  unusual  exigency. 

All  that  we  need  know  is,  that  the  legislature  did 
resolve  to  express  in  the  statute  the  manner  in  which 
they  expected  and  intended  the  new  court  to  act,  in 
this  particular  department  of  its  jurisdiction ;  and  to 
this  end  they  framed  the  clause  now  in  question. 

They  recite  in  it,  that  the  absence,  up  to  that  time, 
of  any  court  capable  of  decreeing  a  foreclosure*  might, 
in  regard  jto  past  transactions,  have  given  rise  to 
circumstances  affording  ground  for  peculiar  equitable 
considerations;  and  which  would,  under  the  rigid 
application  of  English  rules,  be  productive  of  injustice 
to  one  party  or  the  other. 

Now,  as  the  legislature  thus  plainly  admitted,  what 
anyone  conversant  with  the  subject  could  not  fail  to  see, 
that  there  might  be  equitable  reasons  for  departing  on 
either  side  from  the  English  practice  in  the  matter  of 
mortgages,  it  would  have  been  a  very  one-sided  equity 
on  their  part,  if  they  had,  after  all,  resolved  to  leave 
the  court  at  liberty  to  do  complete  justice  to  one  of  the 
parties,  according  to  whatever  might  be  its  sense  of 
justice,  and  yet  to  confine  it  within  such  limits  in 
regard  to  the  other  party,  as  might  disable  it  from 
doing  justice  to  him  according  to  the  same  full  measure. 

It  is  plain,  I  think,  that  the  legislature  ought  to  have 
had  no  such  intention ;  that  if  they  resolved  on  the  one 
side  to  give  to  the  mortgagor  the  privilege  of  going 
after  the  twenty  years  and  asking  for  redemption,  they 
should,  on  the  other  side,  under  the  influence  of  the  same 
sense  of  justice,  hold  him  subject  to  the  equity  of  having 
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redemption  withheld  from  him,  though  he  might  sue 
for  it  within  the  period  generally  allowed  for  it  in  Eng- 
land,  provided  the  facts  which  had  occurred  during  the 
time  when  no  court  of  equity  was  open  should  lead  to 
that  as  the  most  just  result.  If  they  had  allowed  a  clear 
equity,  created  by  our  past  peculiar  state  of  the  law,  to 
operate  in  favour  of  the  mortgagor,  by  enlarging  his 
right  of  redemption,  they  would  have  acted  unreasonably 
in  not  allowing  as  clear  an  equity  to  operate  against 
him  in  abridging  his  right.  In  the  latter  case,  it  would 
not  be  putting  the  matter  correctly  to  say  (as  was  sug- 
gested in  the  argument)  that  they  would  thus  by  legis- 
lation be  depriving  the  mortgagor  of  his  estate ;  they 
would  only  be  authorising  the  court,  when  they  saw  that 
to  be  just,  to  forbear  giving  kia  estate  back  to  him,  after 
he  had  lost  it  by  his  own  wilful  or  negligent  default, 
and  when  they  should  see  plainly  that  by  reason  of 
some  peculiar  circumstances,  it  could  not  be  restored 
without  doing  an  injury  to  others  far  greater  in  amount 
than  any  benefit  which  he  was  fairly  entitled  to  claim.. 

I  do  not  feel  the  slightest  doubt,  that  the  legislature 
did  intend  thus  to  make  the  Chancellor  the  equal  dis- 
tributor of  justice  between  both  parties. 

Then,  have  they  failed  (as  it  is  argued  they  have)  in 
giving  effect  to  this  just  intention  ?  To  determine  the 
point  we  have  to  examine  the  eleventh  clause,  and  in- 
deed the  whole  act,  if  there  be  any  other  part  of  it 
which  can  help  us  to  see  what  was  intended.  And  after 
all  that  has  been  said,  when  I  look  again  at  the  recital 
by  which  the  enactment  in  the  eleventh  clause  is  pre- 
faced, and  at  the  enactment  itself,  I  must  say  that  I  feel 
the  full  force  of  the  maxim  referred  to  by  the  court,  in 
Jefrey*$  case,  (a)  **peripicue  vera  non  sunt  probanda  ;** 
and  I  feel  also  the  force  of  the  commentary  upon  that 
maxim,  because  (as  the  court  says)  "he  who  endeavours 
to  prove  them,  obscures  them.'' 

(a)  5  Co.  67. 
12  IE.  A  A. 
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It  is,  however,  I  must  admit,  a  common  case,  that 
where  we  feel  ourselves  no  degree  of  doubt  upon  any 
point  that  has  been  started,  we  can  hardly  prevail  upon 
ourselves  to  examine  with  due  attention  the  reasonings 
by  which  our  conclusions  may  be  opposed.  I  would 
very  much  desire  to  avoid  any  such  impatience  in  the 
present  case,  because  the  question  that  is  raised  is  really 
an  important  one,  and  may  apply  in  some  shape  in  a 
great  number  of  cases.  Still  I  must  confess  myself 
unable  to  reason  clearly  upon  the  grounds  of  doubt,  be- 
cause I  really  have  failed  to  apprehend  them,  and  to 
discover  in  what  part  of  the  clause  a  question  can  find 
entrance. 

It  was  ingeniously  endeavoured,  on  the  last  arguments^ 
to  raise  doubts  upon  the  construction,  by  dividing  the 
clause  into  two  branches,  as  it  were,  and  showing  how 
its  language  could  or  could  not  be  made  to  support 
separately  two  modes  of  application,  one  applying  direct- 
ly to  the  mortgagee  only,  and  the  other  to  the  mortgagor. 
This  method  may  be  effectual  in  this  case,  as  in  many 
others,  for  creating  a  difficulty ;  but  if,  when  we  read 
the  whole  clause  together,  any  apparent  difficulty  ia 
removed,  then  the  ingenuity  of  raising  a  doubt  by  read- 
ing it  separately,  must  appear  to  have  been  exerted  in 
vain.  For  effecting  some  usual  purpose,  a  material  sub- 
stance may  be  required  to  be  framed  in  a  certain  shape, 
and  if,  when  that  is  done,  the  desired  result  is  obtained, 
it  is  no  argument  against  the  efficiency  of  the  instrument 
that  it  cannot  be  separated  into  two  parts,  each  of  which, 
shall  be  capable  of  standing  alone  and  of  accomplishing 
one  half  of  what  is  expected  from  the  whole.  It  is  suffi- 
cient if  when  taken  and  used  together  it  answers  the 
intended  purpose.  When  we  see  a  mill,  for  instance, 
complete  in  all  its  parts,  we  have  doubt  on  what  purpose 
it  is  intended  to  accomplish  and  is  capable  of  accomplish- 
ing as  a  whole ;  and  we  could  not  allow  ourselves  to  be  in 
doubt  on  either  point,  because  it  might  be  demonstrated 
to  us  that  it  could  not  be  so  divided  into  two  parts,  as 
that  each  should  be  capable  of  doing  the  work  or  part  of 
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the  work  of  the  whole.  So  it  is  of  the  effect  to  be  derived 
from  written  language ;  whether  it  be  a  will,  a  deed,  or 
an  act  of  parliament  we  have  to  construe,  our  obvious 
course  is  to  take  it  as  it  stands,  and  looking  at  it  as  a 
\7h0Ie,  to  satisfy  ourselves  of  its  meaning ;  and  when  we 
have  discovered  this,  we  are  bound  to  give  to  it  its  due 
effect. 

Now,  when  the  legislature  has  thought  fit  to  declare 
in  express  words  that  "the  Vice-Chancellor  shall  have 
power  and  authority  in  all  cases  of  mortgage,  when 
before  the  passing  of  this  act  the  estate  has  become 
absolute  in  law  by  failure  in  performing  the  condition, 
to  make  such  order  and  decree  in  respect  to  foreclosure 
or  redemption,  and  with  regard  to  compensation  for  im- 
provements, as  may  appear  to  him  just  and  reasonable ; 
they  seem  to  me,  by  those  words  alone,  to  relieve  the 
court  from  any  necessity  of  doing  injustice  to  the  one 
party  or  the  other,  by  a  servile  adherence  to  English 
decisions  made  under  different  circumstances ;  but  still 
more  when  they  have  not  stopped  there,  but  have  pro- 
ceeded to  give  authority  to  the  court  "  to  make  such 
order  and  decree  generally  with  respect  to  the  rights 
and  claims  of  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  and  their 
respective  heirs,  &c.,  as  may  appear  just  and  reasonable 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,"  I  cannot 
understand  how  a  doubt  can  be  entertained  that  the 
court  has  a  perfect  control  over  the  whole  subject,  and 
may  deal  with  the  right  of  redemption  in  all  such  cases 
as  they  may  think  just. 

It  has  been  urged,  that  when  the  legislature  in  the 
preamble  speak  of  the  "right  to  redeem,'*  they  admit  it 
to  be  a  right,and  that  it  is  inconsistent  with  such  admis- 
sion to  suppose  that  they  intended  that  the  court  might 
refuse  to  allow  that,  which  they  have  acknowledged  in 
terms  to  be  a  right ;  that  they  can  therefore  only  be  sup- 
posed to  have  meant,  that  although  the  right  to  redeem 
mxut  be  conceded  here  wherever  it  would  be  conceded  in 


180  EBBOB  AND  APPEAL  BEP0BT8. 

England ;  yet  that  the  case  may  be  treated  otherwise 
than  according  to  English  practice,8o  far  as  regards  com- 
pensationfor  improvements ;  but  I  think  such  a  construc- 
tion is  founded  on  this  error,  that  it  takes  the  allusion 
to  **  the  right  to  redeem'*  as  connected  with  each  par- 
ticular case  that  may  be  pending  here  in  our  court,and 
as  involving  an  admission  a  priori  of  the  right  to  redeem 
in  such  partisular  case ;  whereas  I  think  the  reasonable 
understanding  of  the  words  to  be,  that  the  legislature 
was  merely  then  alluding  to  the  ''right  to  redeem  "  as  a 
general  principle  of  equity  known  to  that  system  of 
equity  which  they  were  about  to  introduce,  and  which 
"right  to  redeem,"  speaking  of  it  merely  as  an  abstract 
right  in  cases  of  mortgage  under  the  law  of  England, 
might,  as  the  legislature  declares,  upon  a  strict  applica- 
tion of  the  rules  established  in  England,  be  attended 
with  injustice,  if  enforced  in  all  cases  ^nthin  twenty 
years ;  on  which  account  they  resolved,  that  in  this 
country  (so  far  only  as  respects  mortgages  under  which 
the  estate  had  become  absolute  before  the  court  was 
created)  the  right  to  redeemontheone  hand,andthecom. 
pensation  to  be  granted  for  improvements  ontheother,in 
case  redemption  should  be  allowed,  should  be  left  to 
depend  upon  the  circumstances  of  each  case,and  might 
be  granted  or  withheld  as  the  court  should  think  just  and 
reasonable.    I  can  put  no  other  construction  on  the 
clause ;  the  enacting  part  of  it  is  certainly  so  plain  and 
comprehensive,that  if  it  stood  alone  it  would  not  be  pos- 
sible to  raise  a  doubt  upon  it ;  and  as  to  the  preamble, 
the  legislature,  having  naturally  referred  to  the  circum- 
stance, that  up  to  that  time  mortgagees  had  had  no 
means  of  foreclosing,  as  affording  ground  for  equitable 
considerations  in  their  favour, to  be  urged  against  what 
otherwise  might  have  been  advanced  as  a  plain  right  of 
the  mortgagor,  admit,  that  "in  consequence  of  the  want 
of  these  remedies  the  rights  of  the  parties  may  be  found 
to  be  attended  with  peculiar  equitable  considerations  as 
well  in  regard  to  compensation  for  improvements,  as  in 
respect  to  the  right  to  redeem."  Now,  if  to  the  last  word 
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"  redeem  "  the  words  '*  at  all "  had  been  added,  there 
could  seem  to  be  no  escape  from  the  conclusion  that 
they  meant  the  court  to  have  a  control  over  the  right 
to  redeem,  as  well  as  over  the  conditions  ppon  which 
redemption  should  be  granted  ;  and  yet  to  my  mind, 
the  only  real  effect  of  concluding  with  those  two  words, 
would  be  to  give  an  inelegant  redundancy  in  a  sentence, 
the  meaning  of  which  was  as  plain  without  them. 

I  do  not  see  that  the  48rd  clause  of  the  provincial 
statute  4  Wm.  lY.,  ch.  1,  can  interfere  in  the  slightest 
degree  with  the  question,  what  power  is  given  to  the 
Court  of  Chancery  by  the  11th  clause  of  the  subsequent 
statute? 

The  legislature,  by  the  4  Wm.  lY.,  were  assigning  a 
limitation  to  actions  concerning  the  reality  ;  and  their 
attention  being  drawn,  while  following  the  late  English 
acts,  to  the  subject  of  mortgages,  they  even  then  per- 
ceived on  this  incidental  view  of  the  matter,  that  it 
would  be  necessary  to  recognise  peculiar  equities  in 
this  country  as  arising  from  the  yet  unsupplied  want 
of  an  equity  jurisdiction ;  and  they  took  care  not  to 
do  mischief  by  making  twenty  years  necessarily  a  bar, 
xmtil  the  mortgagor  had  a  reasonable  chance  of  com- 
pelling what  a  harsh  creditor  might  have  unreasonably 
refused  to  him.  But  the  provision  was  purely  nega- 
tive ;  they  forbore  to  shut  the  door. 

The  consequence,  and  only  consequence,  of  what 
was  then  enacted,  is  that  a  mortgagor  might  come 
into  the  court  which  was  afterwards  established,  and 
say  that  though  his  mortgage  was  given  very  long 
ago,  yet  that  the  4  Wm.  IV.  did  not  bar  him  simply 
from  the  lapse  of  twenty  years,  because  the  48rd  clause 
had  considerately  extended  his  time. 

To  this  the  mortgagee  might  truly  have  answered,  "  I 
admit  that  the  4  Wm.  IV.  does  not  bar  you,  and  I  freely 
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admit  also,  that  no  other  act  bars  you,  merely  because 
the  twenty  years  have  run  ;  for  the  latter  act,  under 
which  we  are  now  before  a  competent  tribunal,  has 
authorised  the  Vice-Chancellor  to  allow  you  to  redeem, 
if  he  finds  it  to  be  just  that  you  should,  or  to  refuse  it  if 
he  thinks  it  would  be  unjust,  taking  into  his  considera- 
tion the  conduct  of  parties,  the  changes  in  the  title  or 
condition  of  the  property,  and  all  the  facts  of  the  case, 
without  being  bound  by  the  mere  circumstance  of  lapse 
of  time  to  decide  one  way  or  the  otber,'*  and  this  I 
consider  to  be  the  evident  intention  and  effect  of  the 
eleventh  clause  of  the  Chancery  Act. 

Something  was  said  upon  the  last  argument  regarding 
the  order  which  the  court  had  pronounced,  after  the  first' 
argument,  with  respect  to  the  cost  of  the  appeal  from 
the  several  orders  of  the  Vice-Chancellor,  made  upon 
the  demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  and  upon  the  plea 
which  set  up  the  sale  of  the  equity  of  redemption  under 
the  judgment  against  Smyth,  as  a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  redeem.  I  think  the  question  of  costs  must 
be  disposed  of  as  we  then  intimated  it  would  be. 

His  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  of  opinion,  that 
the  plea  was  no  defence.  We  concur  in  that  opinion, 
and  therefore  affirm  his  order  with  costs,  to  be  paid  by 
the  party  appealing  against  it.  This  is  the  usual  course. 
With  respect  to  the  order  of  his  Honour  overruling  the 
demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  we  have  not  made  np  our 
minds  to  the  conclusion  which  his  Honour  came  to,  but 
the  contrary,  and  are  not  prepared  to  affirm  his  judg- 
ment in  that  respect.  We  should  not  have  dismissed 
the  appeal  except  for  the  reason,  that  the  defendants 
had  waived  it  by  submitting  and  putting  in  their  answer. 
Dismissing  it  on  that  ground  only,  it  would  be  contrary 
to  the  practice  of  the  court  to  give  costs ;  because  the 
respondents  should  have  urged  that  objection  by  way  of 
petition  against  the  appeal,  and  should  not  have  gone  to 
the  argument  upon  it.  We  acted  on  the  English  rule  in 
this  respect,  in  the  case  of  Crooks  v.  Rhodes, 
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Magaulay,  Hon.  J.  B.  Ex.  C. — So  far  as  respects  the 
application  to  this  case  of  the  rules  of  decision  which 
govern  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England,  according 
to  the  provincial  statute  7  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  2,  sec.  6,  my 
former  impressions  remsein  unaltered.  I  still  think  it 
properly  depends  upon  the  eleventh  section  of  that  act. 

After  the  last  argument,  I  had  prepared  some  further 
remarks,  not  evincing  any  change  of  opinion  touching 
the  construction  of  this  clause,  and  confining  attention 
to  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  4  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  1,  sec- 
tions 16,  19,  85,  86,  and  48  ;  and  the  Chancery  Act,  7 
Wm.  IV.,  ch.  2,  especially  the  6th  and  11th  sections, 
including  the  proviso  to  the  48rd  section  of  the  former 
And  the  preamble  to  the  11th  section  of  the  latter,  and 
<sonstruing  all  together,  guided  by  the  rules  laid  down 
for  the  judicial  interpretation  of  acts  of  parliament  (a). 

I  could  not  place  upon  the  language  used  any  other 
^construction  than  I  felt  it  my  duty  formerly  to  avow. 
Bat  in  reference  to  what  I  then  said  respecting  my 
answers  to  a  series  of  questions  put  to  me  by  a  com- 
mittee of  the  Legislative  Council,  when  the  Chancery 
Act  was  pending,  I  have  to  explain  that  although  I 
formerly  searched  in  my  library  for  the  printed  jour- 
nals of  that  house,  (of  which  I  possess  a  number,)  I 
«ould  not  find  those  for  the  year  1887.  I  have  a  copy 
of  the  bill  as  sent  up  from  the  House  of  Assembly,  in 
which  the  11th  section  relates  exclusively  to  compen- 
sation for  improvements;  but  the  questions  of  the 
Legislative  Council  were,  by  desire  of  the  committee, 
returned  with  my  answers,  and  I  had  not  seen  them 
since ;  nor  had  I  ever  seen  the  answers  of  the  other 
judges,  that  I  am  aware  of ;  neither  had  I  bestowed 
any  particular  attention  upon  the  eleventh  section  of 
the  act  as  passed,  till  this  appeal. 

The  other  day  I  was  induced  (o  make  a  renewed 

(«)  Dwarris  on  Statutes,  688,  760 ;  Ba.  Ab.  Stat.  I.;  i  Bl.  Com.  59; 
z  Stepb.  Com.  71 ;  Moore's  Legal  Maxims,  253,  300. 
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search  for  the  journals  of  1837,  in  the  hope  of  finding . 
the  questions  and  answers  printed  therein,  and  am 
happy  to  say  with  success.  Upon  examining  them  at 
pages  186-7  of  the  journals,  and  in  the  appendix  L., 
X  found  the  amended  clause  and  the  questions,  to- 
gether with  the  answers  of  the  judges  and  crown 
officers,  and  it  is  now  quite  clear  to  me  that,  however 
expressed,  it  was  undoubtedly  the  intention  of  the 
legislature,  in  substituting  the  present  for  the  former 
section,  to  confer  upon  the  court  an  unfettered  discre- 
tion to  grant  or  refuse  redemption  in  all  cases  of 
mortgages  become  absolute  at  law  before  the  passing 
of  the  act,  viz.,  the  4th  of  March,  1887. 

After  perusing  the  eleventh  section,  as  it  originally 
stood,  together  with  the  questions  and  replies,  especially 
the  eight  and  ninth,  and  then  turning  to  that  section  as 
amended,  the  intent  of  the  substitution  is,  I  think, 
apparent.  The  words,  "  right  to  redeem,"  in  the  recital 
to  the  'amendment,  seem  to  be  used  not  so  much  as 
meaning  the  acknowledged  right  of  redemption,  as  an 
interest  of  the  mortgagor  in  the  estate,  as  I  had  supposed, 
but  rather  the  propriety  of  such  right  being  recognised, 
or  of  the  mortgagor  being  admitted  to  redeem  at  all  in 
reference  to  the  claims  of  the  mortgagee  to  have  re- 
demption denied  or  refused.  And  the  word  "right  '*  does 
not  correspond  in  meaning  with  the  word  "rights"  in 
the  part  of  the  preamble  which  speaks  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties  as  compared  with  the  right  to  redeem.  Although 
it  was  formerly  suggested  that  the  term  "  right  to  re- 
deem*'  meant  "permission  to  redeem  at  all,*'  I  could 
not,  nor  can  I  now,  reconcile  such  a  meaning  with  the 
rest  of  the  recital,  the  import  of  the  word  "  right,''  or 
the  seeming  spirit  of  the  clause  on  the  face  of  it.  I 
have  been  so  much  accustomed  to  associate  with  aright,, 
the  idea  of  something  appertaining  or  belonging  to  a 
party  as  his  right,  rather  than  a  questionable  claim  to 
be  allowed  or  rejected  at  discretion,  that  I  had  always 
felt  repelled  from  such  a  qualified  construction  in  the 
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present  instance,  or  from  regarding  it  as  intending  to 
impart  a  discretion  to  infringe  upon  the  right  to  redeem, 
when  such  right  would  be  acknowledged  to  subsist, 
according  to  the  rules  of  decision  which  goTem  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  England.  We  read  of  the  rights 
of  persons,  and  the  rights  of  things,  (2  Bl.  168*9,)  of 
legal  and  equitable  rights,  (Toml.  L.  Die.  "  Right,'')  of 
the  rights  of  entry  or  of  possession,  and  the  right  to 
redeem,  (Coote  on  Mortgages,  ch.  4 ;  Story  Eq.  Jur. 
sees.  1015,  1028 ;  Powell  on  Mortgages,  ch.  10 ;)  that 
redemption  is  not  only  a  right,  but  more  than  a  right. 
Lord  Hale  defines  it  to  be  an  equitable  right  inherent 
in  the  land. — See  also  Casbome  v.  Scarfe  (a),  Lloyd  v. 
Lander  (b). 

Different  meanings  are,  no  doubt,  attributable  to  the 
word  **  right "  according  to  the  context ;  and  here  it 
appeared  to  me  to  haye  been  used  in  a  technical  sense, 
but  I  can  now  perceive  it  was  meant  to  be  understood 
as  if  it  had  said,  "  that  from  the  want  of  an  equitable 
jurisdiction  it  had  not  been  in  the  power  of  mortgagees 
to  foreclose,  and  in  consequence  of  the  want  of  this 
remedy,  their  rights  might  be  found  to  be  attended 
with  peculiar  equitable  considerations,  as  well  in  regard 
to  compensation  for  improvements  as  in  respect  to  the 
right  or  claim  of  mortgagors  to  be  suffered  to  redeem  ;*' 
or  as  if  it  had  said,  ''  not  only  in  regard  to  compensa- 
tion for  improvements,  but  in  respect  to  the  propriety 
of  granting  or  withholding  redemption ;"  for  the  ques- 
tions of  the  committee  of  the  Legislative  Council  mani- 
fest a  solicitude  to  favour  or  protect  mortgagees,  not 
mortgagors,  and  the  amendment  was  seemingly  intro- 
duced and  adopted  mainly  with  that  *view. 

With  respect  to  the  division  of  the  eleventh  section, 
in  my  former  opinion,  it  may  be  proper  for  me  to 
observe,  that  I  still  think  it  not  only  a  legitimate,  but 
the  best  mode  of  getting  clear  views  of  its  provisions 
and  testing  its  meaning,  for  whenever  it  is  to  be  applied 

{a)  X  Atk.  603.  (b)  5  Mad.  at  p.  290. 
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it  must  be  separated  in  the  mind ;  and  surely,  however 
construed  and  applied  in  any  particular  case,  it  ought 
to  be  susceptible  of  a  reading  consistent  with  itself  and 
conformable  to  such  construction  and  application;  and 
I  must  still  confess  that  I  cannot  perceive  that  the 
preamble  consistently  and  naturally  admits  of  any 
other  reading  than  I  have  given  it. 

It  of  course  may  yet  remain  a  question,  whether  the 
eleventh  section  be  capable  of  a  construction  in  accor- 
dance with  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  as  mani- 
fested by  the  journals ;  and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
the  general  terms  of  the  enacting  part  cannot  receive 
such  a  construction,  notwithstanding  it  may  be  felt  to 
be  a  forced  one,  and  very  much  at  variance  with  the 
impression  which  the  recital  and  the  apparent  scope 
and  purpose  are  calculated  to  produce,  and  did  produce 
on  my  mind. 

However,  without  longer  regard  to  strict  reading  or 
interpretation,  I  am  now  satisfied  that  the  clause  was 
intended  to  afford  a  more  comprehensive  discretion  than 
I  had  been  able  to  persuade  myself,  irrespective  of  the 
proceedings  in  the  legislature  during  the  passage  of  the 
bill ;  and  consequently,  so  far  as  at  liberty  to  notice 
and  elicit  therefrom  an  explanation  of  the  grounds, 
inducements  to,  and  objects  of,  the  section  in  question, 
I  can  have  no  further  difBculty  in  acquiescing  in  the 
views  entertained  by  the  rest  of  the  court ;  and  admit- 
ting the  authority  to  exercise  a  discretion  sufficiently 
wide,  I  formerly  intimated  my  readiness,  under  all  the 
circumstances,  to  concur  in  reversing  the  decree. 

BouLTON,  Hon.  H.  J.,  Ex.  C, — This  being  an  appeal 
from  a  court  of  equity,  whereby  the  evidence  as  well  as 
the  equity  arising  thereon  is  submitted  to  our  con- 
sideration, I  think  it  most  convenient  in  the  first  place 
to  determine  what  facts  material  to  the  decision  of  the 
case  are  made  out  in  the  evidence,  and  then  to  apply 
myself  to  the  equities  alleged  on  either  side  to  arise 
thereupon. 
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1810,  December  8.  At  this  time  I  find  that  Thomas 
Smyth  being  seized  in  fee,  by  indenture  of  bargain  and 
sale,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  ^88  lis.  8d.,  con- 
veyed the  premises  in  question  to  Joseph  Sewall  in  fee, 
subject  to  a  proviso  for  redemption  thereof,  on  payment 
of  the  said  sum  of  £288  lis.  8d.,  with  interest,  on  the 
8rd  August,  1811.  That  the  premises  consisted  of  four 
hundred  acres  of  wild  and  uncultivated  land,  on  the 
river  Eideau,  in  the  township  of  Elmsley,  and  district 
of  Johnstown,  affording  a  site  on  the  bank  of  the  river 
for  the  erection  of  mills  to  be  turned  by  water  power 
of  vast  extent ;  but  at  the  same  time  remote  from  any 
settlement,  without  roads,  and  without  any  trade, 
commerce,  or  other  appliance  of  civilization  to  enhance 
their  value. 

Under  all  the  circumstances  set  forth  in  the  evidence, 
(exclusive  of  my  own  personal  acquaintance  with  the 
state  of  the  country  at  the  time,)  the  paucity  of  inhabi- 
tants, the  scarceness  of  money,  and  the  consequent 
absence  of  almost  any  demand  for  landed  property  so 
situate,  which,  when  deciding  on  facts  arising  upon 
the  evidence,  I  cannot  exclude  from  my  mind,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  consideration  expressed  in  the  deed 
could  not  have  been  regarded  at  the  time  as  manifestly 
inadequate  to  the  cash  value  of  the  property ;  and  one 
of  the  best  proofs  that  my  opinion  of  the  then  estima- 
tion of  its  value  by  those  who  had  ample  means  of 
judging  is  correct,  is  shewn  by  the  fact,  that  during  the 
ensuing  fourteen  or  fifteen  years,  the  grantor,  Thom^as 
Smythf  was  unable,  even  by  appealing  to  the  generosity 
and  kindly  feeUng  of  friends,  to  obtain  any  advance 
upon  that  amount  and  the  interest  thereon. 

1819,  July.  In  Trinity  term,  the  grantee^  Joseph 
Sewally  recovered  a  judgment  in  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  for  £i67  2s.  6d.,  being  the  amount  of  the 
mortgage  money  and  interest,  and  £19  18s.  costs; 
none  of  which  had  been  paid. 
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1825,  August  8.  By  deed-poll  of  this  date,  the  said 
Joseph  Sewail  conveyed  absolutely,  in  consideration  of 
the  nominal  sum  of  £6,  all  the  said  premises  to  Cha/rlet 
Jones  in  fee,  and  all  his  right  to  the  money  secured  by 
the  said  indenture  of  mortgage ;  the  said  Charles  Jon^s 
at  the  time  being  SeivalVs  agent,  and  thereby  becoming 
in  fact  a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  Sewail,  who  lived  in 
the  United  States  of  America. 

1825,  August  27.  The  premises  were  put  up  to  sale 
at  public  auction  under  a  Jieri  facias,  sued  out  upon 
the  said  judgment  against  the  said  Thomas  Smyth,  as 
still  being  regarded  as  the  lands  of  Smyth,  and  the 
same  were  knocked  down  to  Charles  Jones,  who  was  the 
highest  bidder,  at  the  sum  of  £105 ;  and  the  sheriff  of 
the  district  of  Johnstown,  where  the  lands  are  situate, 
executed  a  deed-poll  in  the  usual  form,  conveying  to 
Mr.  Jones,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  as  far  as  he  lawfidly 
might,  all  the  said  lands  and  premises  seised  under 
the  said  execution,  and  all  the  right  and  title  of  him, 
the  said  sheriff,  thereto. 

Upon  this  sale  taking  place,  Smyth  removed  the 
mill-irons  of  a  small  saw-mill  he  had  erected  some  years 
before,  and  whatever  else  he  had  on  the  premises  capable 
of  being  removed,  and  of  which  he  could  make  any 
beneficial  use ;  and  the  property  was  allowed  to  pass  in- 
to the  hands  of  Mr.  Jones,  who  continued  in  possession 
until  the  30th  of  July,  1827,  when  he,  by  deed-poll,  in 
consideration  of  a  sum  of  £600,  not  materially  variant 
from  the  amount  of  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  due 
on  the  judgment,  granted,  bargained,  sold,  aliened, 
transferred,  conveyed,  and  confirmed,  remised,  released, 
and  for  ever  quitted  claim  to  Truman  Hicock  and  James 
Simpson,  their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  as  tenants  in 
common,  two-thirds  to  iTicoc/:  and  one-third  to  Simpson, 
of  all  the  estate,  &c.,  of  the  said  Charles  Jones,  either 
at  law  or  in  equity,  of  him  the  said  Charles  Jones,  of, 
in,  or  to  the  premises  in  question. 
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1827.  The  act,  under  the  anthority  whereof  the 
Bideau  Canal  has  been  constructed,  was  passed  in  the 
early  part  of  this  year,  and  the  canal  was  in  progress 
long  before  the  conveyance  next  in  order  was  executed, 
which  was  in 

1881,  January  21.  By  indenture  of  this  date,  between 
the  said  Truman  Hicock  of  the  one  part,  and  James 
Simpson  of  the  other  part,  the  said  Truman  Hicock,  in 
consideration  of  dS500,did  grant,  &c.,  all  his  estate,  &c., 
either  at  law  or  in  equity,  in  the  undivided  one-sixth 
part  of  the  said  lands,  in  addition  to  the  one-third 
conveyed  to  him  by  the  former  deed,  confirming  him 
in  the  one-half  of  the  entire  property. 

1881,  April  11.  By  deed-poll,  the  said  Truman 
Hicock,  in  consideration  of  £1000,  conveyed  all  his 
right,  &c.,  at  law  and  in  equity,  to  a  further  one-sixth 
of  the  said  premises,  to  the  said  /.  Simpson  and  his 
heirs. 

1881,  May.  By  deed-poll  of  this  date,  the  said 
Iruman  Hicock,  in  consideration  of  £1000,  conveyed 
all  his  right,  &c.,  to  the  said  property,  either  at  law  or 
in  equity,  to  Abel  R.  Ward,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for 
ever. 

1832,  February  21.  By  indenture  of  this  date 
between  the  said  James  Simpson  and  Abel  R.  Ward  of 
the  one  part,  and  William  Simpson  of  the  other  part, 
it  is  witnessed  that  the  said  James  Simpson  and  Abel 
R,  Ward,  in  consideration  of  £5000,  granted  all  their 
estate,  &c.,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  to  the  said 
William  Simpson,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever. 

The  property  having  been  laid  out  into  village  lots, 
and  otherwise  sub-divided,  parts  thereof  have  been 
transferred  to  divers  persons  at  various  prices,  and  at 
the  period  when  the  bill  in  this  cause  was  filed  to 
redeem,  in  the  year 


190  ERBOB  AND   APPEAL   BEPOBTS. 

1840.  A  coDsiderable  village  had  extended  itself  over 
parts  of  it;  mills,  shops,  and  other  establishments  for 
business  had  been  erected,  and  the  property  had  become 
of  very  great  value  and  of  vast  importance.  The  chief 
cause  for  the  great  advance  in  the  value  of  this  property 
was,  in  my  judgment,  the  construction  of  the  Bideau 
Canal,  the  river  Bideau  at  this  portion  of  it  forming 
part  of  that  great  national  work.  If  the  c^nal  bad 
never  been  enterprised,  the  property,  from  the  increase 
of  population,  and  general  improvements  of  the  country, 
would  by  that  time  have  probably  become  a  place  of 
some  importance  as  a  mill  site,  and  otherwise  convenient 
for  general  business,  but  bearing  no  comparison  with  the 
enhanced  value  occasioned  by  the  construction  of  the 
Bideau  Canal.  The  minor  facts  of  the  case,  which  have 
been  stated  by  other  members  of  the  court  upon  a 
former  occasion,  I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to 
recapitulate ;  but  I  have  thought  fit  to  set  forth  the 
principal  and  leading  features  whereon  'I  found  the 
judgment  at  which  I  have  arrived,  upon  the  main  and 
indeed  only  important  question  which  occasioned  a 
division  in  this  court  at  a  former  sitting,  viz.,  whether 
the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Upper  Canada  be  bound  to 
decree  quasi  strictojure  as  of  right,  redemption  of  this 
mortgage  upon  the  facts  disclosed  and  found  by  the 
court  to  exist  in  this  case. 

The  minor  questions  I  shall  shortly  dispose  of  first, 
then  apply  myself  to  the  substantial  and  all  important 
point  of  the  case. 

I  never  entertained  a  doubt,since  I  began  to  practise 
at  the  bar,  of  the  utter  inefficiency  of  a  sale  by  execution 
founded  on  a  judgment  at  law  against  a  mortgagor,  of 
any  interest  supposed  to  remain  in  him,  called  the 
equity  of  redemption.  At  common  law,  assuming  for  a 
moment  that  no  equitable  jurisdiction  had  ever  existed, 
the  estate  of  the  mortgagee  was  an  estate  upon  condi- 
tion, subject  to  be  defeated  by  the  mortgagor  performing 


SIMPSON   V.   SMYTH — 1846.  191 

the  condition  by  paying  the  mortgage  money,  but  until 
the  mortgagor  shall  have  fulfilled  the  condition  or  been 
discharged  therefrom,  the  fee  at  law  is  as  much  and  as 
thoroughly  vested  in  the  mortgagee  as  if  there  were 
no  condition  at  all. 

What  is  the  language  of  the  recitals  in  every 
conveyance  of  mortgaged  property  after  condition 
broken  ?  Why,  that  the  estate  of  the  mortgagee  hath 
become  absolute  at  law ;  and  is  not  such  language, 
contained  in  the  recitals  in  every  such  conveyance  for 
centuries  past  in  England,  the  best  running  commen- 
tary upon  what  was  regarded  by  all  men  learned  in 
the  law  to  be  the  consequence  of  a  neglect  to  perform 
the  condition.  It  is  analogous  to  the  language  of 
records  and  pleadings  in  our  courts,  which  are  looked 
upon  as  the  most  authentic  exponents  of  what  the  law 
is  in  those  cases.  I  am  sure  the  language  of  recitals  in 
conveyances  which  have  come  under  the  consideration 
of  courts  both  of  law  and  equity  in  Westminster  Hall, 
and  after  having  been  subjected  to  the  severe  scrutiny 
of  the  ablest  men  at  the  bar,  has  in  no  solitary  in- 
stance been  even  suggested  to  be  of  doubtful  fitness 
for  the  occasion. 

I  am  aware  that  numerous,  perhaps  hundreds  of 
instances,  may  be  found  in  our  common  law  courts  in 
Upper  Canada,  of  the  supposed  interest  of  the  mortgagor 
having  been  sold,  as  in  this  case,  under  a  "fieri  facias  " 
against  the  lands  of  the  mortgagor  at  the  suit  of  the 
mortgagee,  brought  either  upon  a  bond  accompanying 
the  mortgage,  or  on  the  covenant  contained  therein,  for 
the  payment  of  the  mortgage  money ;  but  a  host  of  such 
ill-advised  proceedings  constitute  no  legal  precedent, 
unless  sustained  by  judicial  sanction ;  and  I  always  did, 
and  do  still,  regard  such  sales  as  utterly  nugatory  and 
inoperative  in  law,  having  no  shadow  of  authority  to 
warrant  them.  The  simple  and  plain  answer  to  the 
question,  why  cannot  you  sell  the  mortgaged  estate 
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under  an  execution,  at  the  suit  of  the  mortgagee  against 
the  mortgagor?  is  shortly  this,  that  the  estate  belongs 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  not  to  the  defendant. 

How  a  court  of  equity  looks  at  the  estate,  is  a  totally 
different  question,  and  has  no  influence  whatever  upon 
the  aspect  in  which  a  court  of  law  is  bound,  stricto  jure, 
to  regard  it.  In  point  of  equity,  however,  I  am  inclined 
to  think,  were  it  necessary  to  resort  to  the  sale  to 
sustain  the  appellant's  case,  that  however  inoperative 
as  a  legal  transfer  of  a  supposed  equity  of  redemption, 
it  might  receive  and  ought  to  be  regarded  with  much 
favour,  as  a  sale  of  the  estate  by  the  mortgagee  for  the 
benefit  of  the  mortgagor,  it  having  been  made  by  his 
sanction  in  the  most  public  and  advantageous  manner 
for  the  mortgagor,  with  a  view  to  realize  the  incum- 
brance and  return  the  overplus  to  the  mortgagor; 
such  sale  by  the  creditor  would  have  been  quite  con- 
sistent with  the  principles  of  the  civil  law,  whose 
maxims  with  regard  to  mortgages  have  been  very 
much  adopted  by  our  courts  of  equity,  and  would  be 
the  voluntarily  carrying  out  of  a  stipulation  often 
inserted  in  mortgages,  authorising  the  sale  of  the  estate 
upon  condition  broken.  Such  a  fair  and  open  procedure, 
in  the  absence  of  any  compulsory  tribunal  to  direct 
its  adoption,  certainly  ought  to  weigh  strongly  in 
favour  of  the  mortgagee  under  such  circumstances, 
he  doing  voluntarily  precisely  what  a  court  of  equity 
would  have  done,  had  it  been  possible  to  have  invoked 
its  authority  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagor. 

Upon  the  second  point,  I  concur  in  the  opinion 
heretofore  expressed  by  this  court  in  this  case,  that 
the  demurrer  having  been  overruled,  and  the  defen- 
dant having  submitted  and  put  in  his  answer,  cannot 
be  heard  upon  appeal  against  that  decision  to  which 
he  has  submitted,  and  thereby,  so  far  as  in  him  lay, 
waived  the  objection. 

To  the  last  and  most  important  question,  still  to  be 
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disposed  of,  I  have  applied  myself  to  the  best  of  my 
skill  and  judgment,  feeling  strongly  the  deep  responsi- 
bility resting  upon  my  shoulders  under  the  circum- 
stances in  which  I  am  placed,  seeing  that  this  court 
has  heretofore  been  equally  divided. 

Before  entering  upon  any  particular  application  of 
the  principles,  either  of  law  or  equity,  which  have  been 
evoked  on  either  side  as  bearing  upon  this  question,  I 
shall  endeavour  to  shew  what  the  principle  of  equity 
is  which  is  applicable  to  the  redemption  and  foreclosure 
of  mortgages  in  England;  and  shortly  to  trace  the 
progress  of  equity  as  a  system  of  jurisprudence,  and  as 
contradistinguished  to  law  as  administered  by  distinct 
tribunals  in  England,  where  I  believe  the  former  first 
took  its  rise,  and  in  very  remote  times ;  and  I  shall 
then  proceed  to  consider  when  equity,  in  the  sense  thus 
explained,  came  to  form  part  and  parcel  of  the  juris- 
prudence of  Upper  Canada. 

I  am  very  sensible  of  the  difficulty  I  have  imposed 
upon  myself,  in  thus  attempting  to  define  equity  as  a 
system  of  judicial  procedure,  since  to  most  definitions 
which  have  been  given,  there  are,  I  apprehend,  many 
exceptions  to  be  made,  when  from  generals  we  descend 
to  particulars. 

Our  courts  of  law  act  upon  fixed  and  determinate 
principles,  which  every  man  is  supposed  to  know,  and 
which  constituting  the  common  law  of  England,  every 
man  has  a  right  to  appeal  to  those  courts  to  enforce  for 
his  benefit,  however  harsh  or  severe  the  conduct  of  the 
party  may  be  who  urges  their  application  in  the  parti- 
cular instance ;  and  thes''  principles  being  applicable 
strictojure,  the  courts  of  law  never  had  any  discretion 
vested  in  them  to  withhold  their  application  when  their 
exertion  was  demanded  by  any  suitor.  It  is  manifest, 
that  any  strict  rule  of  law,  however  admirable  in  itself 
as  a  general  principle  to  govern  men  in  their  ordinary 

18  I    £.  &  A. 
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dealings  and  intercourse  with  each  other,  must  neces- 
sarily, even  in  the  early  stages  of  society,  lead  to  occa- 
sional results  inconsistent  with  the  principles  of  natural 
justice  which  the  law  was  intended  to  promote,  and 
which,  if  such  consequences  could  have  been  foreseen, 
would  probably  have  been  excepted  from  the  rule. 

It  may  appear  singular,  but  I  believe  it  to  be  never- 
theless true,  that  we  are  indebted  to  the  arbitrary 
power  of  our  kings  in  the  remote  periods  of  English 
history,  for  the  first  application  of  that  power,  which 
has  gradually  through  the  lapse  of  ages  settled  into 
that  well  defined  and  very  beneficial  exercise  of  lawful 
authority,  at  present  administered  by  our  Lord 
Chancellors,  called  equity. 

The  commencement  of  this  authority,  there  can  be 
little  doubt,  arose  in  the  first  instance  of  its  exercise 
from  the  interposition  of  the  arbitrary  power  of  the 
sovereign  upon  petition,  either  to  restrain  the  uncon- 
scientious exercise  of  a  legal  right,  or  to  enforce  the 
restitution  of  that  which  the  ordinary  courts  afforded 
no  means  to  the  injured  party  to  reclaim. 

The  exercise  of  this  power  by  the  sovereign,  assisted 
by  his  great  officers  in  council,  being  found  beneficial 
at  least  to  the  weak  and  unprotected,  became  gradually 
of  more  common  occurrence,  and  was  ultimately  trans- 
ferred to  the  keeper  of  the  great  seal,  who  on  this 
account  probably  is  called  the  keeper  of  the  king's  con- 
science, which  was  the  only  rule  of  decision  in  the 
exercise  of  his  own  arbitrary  power;  and  thus  the 
Court  of  Chancery  has  gradually  assumed  a  jurisdiction 
and  extended  its  authority  until  the  present  day,  and 
has  moulded  for  itself,  and  established  upon  the 
broadest  foundation,  a  system  of  jurisprudence  pre- 
viously unknown  in  any  other  country. 

The  present  form  of  a  bill  in  Chancery,  which  is  in 
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the  style  of  an  humble  petition,  and  not  of  a  bold 
demand  as  at  common  law  of  a  positive  right,  aftords 
pregnant  proof  that  the  relief  sought  was  not  originally 
demandable  as  of  right,  but  was  sued  for  to,  and  granted 
by,  the  sovereign  at  first  as  a  matter  of  discretionary 
grace  and  favour  as  his  own  conscience  should  direct. 
Moreover,  the  remedy  is  altogether  in  personam,  either 
restraining  or  coercing  the  party  complained  against ; 
and  in  this  light  I  cannot  agree  with  those  writers  who 
attribute  to  equity  the  office  of  corrector  of  the  law.  It 
may  correct  the  party  who  seeks  against  conscience  to 
•enforce  the  law,  but  it  cannot  alter  one  jot  or  one  tittle 
of  the  law  itself.  It  can  restrain  a  party  from  urging 
an  extreme  legal  right  contrary  to  natural  justice,  and 
it  can  compel  him  to  restore  that  of  which  he  has 
become  possessed  by  the  enforcement  of  a  like  right 
in  a  like  manner. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  cannot  obstruct  the  current 
of  the  law;  it  can  only  inhibit  a  party  from  availing 
himself  of  its  power. 

In  case  of  a  bond  with  condition  forfeited,  before  the 
statute  Will.  III.,  the  Court  of  Chancery  interposed  to 
prevent  the  obligee  recovering  the  penalty.  It  did  not 
affect  to  alter  the  contract  or  the  law  resulting  froip 
its  breach ;  but  it  said,  although  the  law  is  in  your 
favour,  and  you  have  stricto  jure  a  right  to  the  penalty, 
yet  it  is  unjust  that  you  should,  under  the  circum- 
stances, enforce  that  right,  and  therefore  upon  the 
obligor  fulfilling  his  condition,  you  shall  be  perpetually 
restrained  from  pursuing  your  legal  remedy. 

l!he  exercise  of  this  authority  has  imperceptibly 
acquired  the  sanction  of  the  state,  and  has  moulded 
itself  into  a  system  which,  undoubtedly,  taking  its  rise 
in  the  stringent  application  in  personam  of  arbitrary 
power,  has  become  uniform  and  regular  in  it^  applica- 
tion, and  guided  no  longer  by  arbitrary  will,  but  by 
tK)und  discretion,  and  sustained  by  precedent. 
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It  is  said  ''that  equity  being  opposite  to  regular 
law,  and  in  a  manner  an  arbitrary  disposition,  is  still 
administered  by  the  king  himself,  and  his  chancellor 
in  his  name,  ab  initio,  as  a  special  trust  committed  to 
the  king,  and  not  by  him  to  be  committed  to  any  other. 
And  it  is  true  that  the  one  (that  is,  law)  is  bound  to 
rules,  the  other  absolute  and  unlimited,  though  out  of 
discretion  they  entertain  some  forms  which  they  may 
justly  have  in  some  special  cases." 

The  learned  author  of  Principles  of  Equity,  in  his 
introduction,  observes  that  "  equity,  scarce  known  to 
our  forefathers,  makes  a  great  figiure;  like  a  plant 
gradually  tending  to  maturity,  it  has  for  ages  been 
increasing  in  bulk,  slowly  indeed,  but  constantly." 

The  same  learned  author  further  observes,  that 
causes  of  an  extraordinary  nature,  requiring  some 
singular  remedy,  could  not  be  safely  trusted  with  the 
ordinary  courts,  because  no  rules  were  established  to 
direct  their  proceedings  in  such  matters ;  and  upon 
that  account  such  causes  were  appropriated  to  the  king 
in  council.  In  process  of  time  the  pressure  of  business 
became  so  great,  that  this  authority  devolved  upon  the 
Ciourt  of  Chancery. 

Sir  William  Jones  has  traced  to  the  Chief  Archon  of 
the  Athenians,  a  jurisdiction  analogous  to  that  of  our 
chancellors;  and  many  writers  regard  the  Boman 
Prsetor  as  an  officer  exercising  a  very  similar  authority. 
Lord  If aZ«  says,  ''touching  the  equitable  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  in  ancient  times  no  such 
thing  was  known;"  and  he  says,  "two  things  might 
possibly  give  its  original,  or  at  least  much  contribute 
to  its  enlargement — the  usual  committing  of  particular 
petitions  in  parliament,  not  there  determined,  unto 
the  determination  of  the  Chancellor,  which  was  as  fre- 
quent as  to  the  council,  and  when  such  a  foundation 
was  laid  for  a  jurisdiction,  it  is  not  difficulty  for  it  to 
acquire  more.     Second,  by  the  invention  of  uses." 
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I  have  endeavoured  thus,  I  fear  imperfectly,  to  traoe 
the  cause,  origin,  and  progress  of  the  equitable  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  which  that  most  emi- 
nent judge.  Lord  Hale,  says  "  hath  attained  de  facto 
by  degrees  that  ample  jurisdiction  in  causes  of  equity, 
that  now  it  hath  in  efifect  swallowed  up  the  courts  of 
law/'  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  as  courts  of  law 
were  bound  by  strict  rules,  as  before  adverted  to,  equity 
has  been  introduced  to  relieve  parties  from  the  con- 
sequences of  a  strict  application  of  them ;  and  that 
although  courts  of  equity  in  England  have,  in  modem 
times,  consolidated  their  jurisdiction,  and  limited  the 
exercise  of  the  ancient  discretionary  power,  they 
assumed  by  precedent,  which  now  restrains  courts  of 
equity  within  known  bounds,  and  regulates  their  pro- 
ceedings by  fixed  rules  and  settled  principles,  as  cer- 
tain in  their  application  as  those  governing  courts  of 
law ;  yet  we  must  not  suffer  those  fixed  rules  and  pre- 
cedents in  the  English  Courts  of  Chancery  to  produce 
injustice  by  applying  them  here  under  a  totally  dif- 
ferent concatenation  of  circumstances,  and  thereby,  in 
lacty  enforce  the  application  of  rules  of  equity  adopted 
by  a  court  under  one  condition  of  things,  at  the  in- 
stance of  a  suitor  stricto  jure,  under  different  circum- 
stances, to  produce  a  greater  evil  than  the  common 
law,  if  left  to  itself,  could  have  effected. 

It  has  been  said,  by  a  very  learned  judge,  that  as 
the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  introduced  for  the  preven- 
tion of  fraud,  it  shall  not  be  converted  by  a  party  into 
an  instrument  of  fraud ;  so,  in  my  judgment,  as  the 
Court  of  Chancery  was  established  for  the  advance- 
ment of  equity,  it  shall  not  be  converted  into  an  in- 
strument of  iniquity. 

In  England,  from  tlie  earliest  period  of  its  exercising 
authority  as  a  court  of  equity,  the  Court  of  Chancery 
has  been  open  alike  to  both  parties,  and  that  simple 
fact  preserves  a  harmony  of  equity  throughout  its 
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extended  jurisdiction,  so  that  either  party  could  at  all 
times  have  appealed  to  its  authority  to  conclude  the 
other,  with  regard  to  their  respective  rights,  in  matters 
within  the  scope  of  its  equitable  jurisdiction. 

If  the  mortgagee  could  appeal  to  equity  to  foreclose^ 
■o  could  the  mortgagor  invoke  the  same  authority  to 
enable  him  to  redeem  his  estate.  From  this  circum- 
stance it  happens,  that  after  twenty  years'  acquies- 
cence without  reclamation,  by  analogy  to  the  Statue 
of  Limitations,  which,  although  until  lately  only  bind- 
ing in  courts  of  law,  served  as  a  guide  to  regulate  the 
discretion  of  courts  of  equity,  the  court  will  not  allow 
the  one  party  to  foreclose,  nor  the  other  to  redeem, 
because  in  the  first  case  it  presumes  payment,  if  the 
mortgagee  has  suffered  his  mortgagor  to  remain  in 
possession  all  that  time,  without  payment  of  interest 
or  admission  of  the  debt — although  the  presamption 
thus  raised  is  open  to  be  rebutted ;  so  on  the  other 
hand,  if  the  mortgagor  has  suffered  the  mortgagee  to 
remain  in  possession  twenty  years  without  accounting 
or  without  admitting  that  he  holds  a  mortgage  title 
only,  he  loses  his  right  of  redemption,  because  he  shall 
be  presumed  to  have  deserted  his  equity  to  redeem. 

But  in  this  province,  before  a  court  of  equity  was 
established,  how  could  any  presumption  in  either  case 
arise  ? 

In  the  absence  of  a  court  of  equity,  the  mortgagee 
being  in  possession  twenty  years  could  raise  no  pre- 
sumption to  the  prejudice  of  the  mortgagor,  who  could 
not  compel  the  mortgagee  to  account  nor  disturb  him  in 
his  possession,  or  file  a  bill  to  redeem ;  and  in  the  case 
even  of  the  mortgage  of  a  productive  property,  it  could 
not  be  presumed,  because  the  mortgagee  received  the 
rents,  and  took  no  steps  to  foreclose  and  enforce  pay- 
ment, that  he  was  therefore  content  to  receive  his  in- 
terest, and  allow  his  money  to  remain  on  mortgage. 
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since  he  had  no  alternative ;  and  however  much  he 
might  need  his  money,  and  might  anxiously  desire  to 
call  it  in,  yet  in  the  absence  of  a  court  of  equity  he 
could  not  foreclose,  and  therefore  the  mortgagor  oujjjht 
not  stricto  jure  to  be  entitled  to  redeem,  so  long  as  he 
should  come  within  twenty  years,  however  inequitable 
the  attempt  might  be  as  against  the  mortgagee,  pro- 
vided he  came  within  the  English  rule  as  to  mere  time. 

It  is  said  by  Fonblanqae,  **that  a  man  can  never  1)6 
injured  if  he  receive  principal,  interest,  and  costs," 
which  in  England  a  man  is  supposed  to  be  satisfied 
with  if  he  did  not  file  his  bill  to  foreclose ;  but  if  there 
be  no  court  to  decree  foreclosure,  no  such  presumption 
can  arise,  foreclosure  being  impossible. 

It  is  true  the  Chancery  Act,  7  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  2,  sec. 
0,  declares  that  the  rules  of  decision  in  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  thereby  constituted,  should  be  the  same  as 
govern  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England.  This 
enactment  I  conceive  to  mean  nothing  more  than  that 
equity,  as  administered  in  England,  shall  constitute 
the  rule  of  decision  in  our  Court  of  Chancery,  in  the 
same  manner,  and  in  the  same  sense,  as  the  law  of 
England  is  declared  by  statute  32,  Geo.  III.,  ch.  1., 
sec.  8,  to  be  the  rule  for  the  decision  of  all  matters  of 
controversy  relative  to  property  and  civil  rights  in  our 
courts  of  law. 

In  England  it  is  of  course  for  a  mortgagor  to  redeem 
within  twenty  years;  and  at  the  same  time  it  is  equally 
of  course  for  the  mortgagee  to  foreclose  if  he  be  so 
minded. 

But  in  Upper  Canada,  until  the  Court  of  Chancery 
was  established,  no  means  existed  whereby  the  mort- 
gagee could  foreclose,  and  therefore  on  a  bill  to  redeem 
a  mortgage  which  had  become  absolute  at  law,  before 
the  establishment  of  the  court,  the  rule  of  equity  which 
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would  govern  the  case  in  England  is  invoked  under 
circumstances  essentially  different ;  and  therefore,  in 
my  judgment,  is  not  per  se  to  be  necessarily  applied  as 
a  stringent  enactment,  whether  the  effect  produced 
shall  be  good  or  evil.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  before  the 
establishment  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  those  rules  of 
decision,  or  that  system  of  jurisprudence  called  equity, 
as  administered  in  England  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
did  not  exist  in  Upper  Canada.  For  although  the  word 
eqidty  is  used  in  82  Geo.  III.,  ch.  1,  sec.  4,  and  occa- 
sionally in  other  acts  of  the  legislature,  yet  I  cannot 
regard  these  expressions  even  as  indicative  of  the 
legislative  mind,  that  equity  as  a  system  had  been  or 
was  thereby  intended  indirectly  to  be  recognised  as  a 
rule  for  the  decision  of  questions  regarding  civil  rights, 
when  they  abstemiously  forbore  for  half  a  century  to 
establish  any  tribunal  wherein  such  a  system  could  be 
administered. 

To  declare  that  equity  as  a  system  shall  exist,  and 
decline  the  establishment  of  a  tribunal  for  its  adminis- 
tration, may  with  great  propriety  of  language  be  said 
to  be  a  '^deltision,  a  mockery,  and  a  snare,*'  How  can 
there  be  a  rule  which  no  man  can  see,  and  uo  author- 
ity proclaim  or  enforce  ?  A  court  of  law  cannot  see 
an  equity,  cannot  recognise  it  in  its  decisions ;  then 
how  can  the  subject  be  held  bound  to  regard  as  a 
principle  of  action  that  which  no  tribunal  in  the  land 
can  promulgate  ? 

Equity  as  a  system  of  jurisprudence  is  essentially 
an  emanation  from  the  court,  and  cannot  exist  without 
it.  The  court  and  its  functions  constitute  a  whole. 
The  court  is  to  the  principle  of  equity  to  be  adminis- 
tered there,  what  the  body  is  to  the  soul.  Destroy 
the  body,  and  the  soul  flies  away;  abolish  the  court 
and  equity  is  no  longer  to  be  found. 

Laying  it  down,  therefore,  as  a  principle,  that  up  to 


SIMPSON   V.    SMYTH — 1846.  201 

the  passing  of  the  Chancery  Act,  7  Wm.  IV.,  equity 
as  a  system  had  no  place  in  the  jurisprudence  of 
Upper  Canada  as  a  rule  for  the  decision  of  matters  of 
controversy  relative  to  property  or  civil  rights,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  consider  what  were  the  rights  of  the 
parties  urging  a  claim  to  the  property  in  question,  at 
the  time  of  passing  of  this  act,  and  the  consequent 
introduction  of  equity  as  a  principle  or  rule  of  decision 
as  it  previously  existed  in  England. 

Although  it  was,  no  doubt,  common  for  gentlemen 
bred  to  the  profession  in  Upper  Canada,  where  the 
English  law  has  ever  prevailed,  to  speak  of  equity  as 
a  principle,  and  to  speak  of  an  equity  of  redemption 
as  a  beneficial  interest  in  an  estate,  with  which  their 
reading  English  books  had  made  them  familiar,  yet  I 
am  constrained  to  advance  it  as  my  deliberate  judg- 
ment, that  no  such  interest  as  that  existed  in  Upper 
Canada,  excepting  in  so  far  as  the  common  and  statute 
law  recognised  it  and  would  give  it  effect. 

By  the  7  Geo.  II.,  ch.  20,  it  is  provided,  that  where 
any  action  shall  be  brought  on  any  bond,  for  payment 
of  money  secured  by  mortgage,  or  for  performance  of 
covenants  contained  therein ;  or  where  an  action  of 
ejectment  shall  be  brought  by  any  mortgagee  to  recover 
possession  of  any  mortgaged  lands,  if  the  person  having 
a  right  to  redeem  shall  become  defendant,  and  shall, 
pending  such  action,  pay  such  mortgagee,  or  in  case 
of  refusal  shall  bring  into  court  the  principal,  interest, 
and  costs,  such  payment  shall  be  taken  to  be  in  full 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  such  mortgage,  and  the 
court  shall  discharge  such  mortgagor  therefrom  accord- 
ingly, and  shall  compel  such  mortgagee  to  assign, 
surrender,  or  re-convey  such  mortgaged  estate,  and 
deliver  up  all  title  deeds  to  the  mortgagor. 

When  Sewall  brought  the  action  in  1819  against 
Thomas  Smyth,  for  the  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage, 
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the  principal,  interest,  and  costs  of  suit  might,  under 
this  cu^t,  have  been  paid  into  court,  and  Sexvall  ordered 
to  re-convey,  which  it  is  plain,  from  the  evidence,  he 
would  cheerfully  have  accepted  and  done.  If  Smyth 
were  not  even  then  prepared  to  pay  the  amount,  still 
he  might  have  continued  in  possession,  and  driven  the 
mortgagee  to  his  ejectment  after  the  sale  in  1825,  and 
then  paid  the  money  into  court ;  whereas  on  the  con- 
trary, he  thereupon  abandoned  the  property,  removing 
every  fixture  which  was  worth  taking  away,  and  volun- 
tarily relinquished  possession. 

Thus  from  1810  to  1825,  the  mortgagor's  equities, 
which  might  have  availed  him  had  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery existed  at  the  time,  might  also  have  been  pro- 
tected by  the  ordinary  courts  of  law,  had  he  thought 
fit  to  invoke  their  protection,  but  which  he  declined ; 
and  the  estate  ultimately  passed  into  the  possession 
of  the  mortgagee,  and  his  interest  at  law  became 
effectually  foreclosed. 

This  statute,  in  fact,  affords  all  the  relief  to  the  mort- 
gagor which  a  Court  of  Equity  could  have  given  while 
the  possession  remained  unchanged.  Upon  the  mort- 
gagee taking  steps  to  recover  possession  of  the  land, 
which  at  law  would  work  a  foreclosure  if  the  money  were 
not  tendered  under  the  statute,  the  mortgagor  had  notice 
that  the  mortgagee  required  his  money,  or  would  insist 
on  his  right  to  the  estate.  A  bill  of  foreclosure  would 
have  had  the  same  effect,  and  if  the  money  were  not  paid 
within  a  prescribed  period,  the  mortgagee  would  have 
been  effectually  foreclosed  in  equity;  and  if  the  court  of 
law  were  not  applied  to  for  an  order  upon  the  mortgagee 
under  the  statute,  and  the  mortgagee  allowed  to  get 
possession,  the  same  result  would  be  arrived  at,  at  law; 
the  possible  difference  being,  perhaps,  a  little  more  delay 
in  equity  .through  the  comparative  tardiness  of  Chancery 
proceedings  as  contrasted  with  those  at  law.  So  that  it 
is  plain  that  a  party  declining  to  avail  himself  of  the 
very  salutary  provisions  of  the  statute,  but  allowing  the 
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mortgagee  to  proceed  to  judgment,  and  a  recovery  of 
possession,  has  no  one  but  himself  to  blame,  if,  after 
such  effectual  notice,  he  make  no  arrangement  to  save 
his  estate  from  forfeiture. 

Thus  stood  the  law,  in  my  judgment,  before  the 
passing  of  the  Chancery  Act,  as  affecting  the  rights 
of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee. 

It  now  remains  for  me  to  consider  what  change  was 
produced  by  the  passing  of  that  statute. 

Upon  the  establishment  of  a  Court  of  Chancery, 
all  subsequent  transactions  would  come  under  all  the 
rules  and  principles  of  equity,  as  established  by  pre- 
cedent in  England ;  but  how  equity  should  have  rela- 
tion back  to  former  transactions  consummated  before 
equity  existed  in  the  province,  is  the  difficult  and  im- 
portant point  to  be  decided. 

This  question  I  shall  consider,  firstly,  without  refer- 
ence to  the  language  of  the  Chancery  Act,  and  solely 
upon  the  general  principles  governing  courts  of  equity 
left  to  their  own  unfettered  judgment ;  and,  secondly, 
with  reference  to  the  language  of  the  statute  establish- 
ing the  court. 

In  my  judgment,  a  Court  of  Chancery  would,  upon 
its  own  inherent  principles  of  action,  take  cognizance 
of  any  cause  arising  out  of  transactions  happening 
before  its  establishment,  as  well  as  after,  unless  re- 
strained by  positive  enactment.  Equity  operates  not 
inversely  to  the  law,  but  in  some  cases  to  restrain 
persons  from  exercising  their  legal  rights  against  con- 
science, as  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage,  for  example,  of 
an  estate  worth  £1000  made  to  secure  a ^  smaller  sum, 
say  £100. 

The  time  when  the  jurisdiction  became  established 
eould  not  alter  the  abstract  principles  of  equv/ni  et 
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bonum  being  applied  to  the  case,  although  it  might, 
and  probably  would,  induce'  the  court  to  look  at  cir- 
cumstances which  would  not  have  been  regarded  had 
a  court  of  equity  always  existed. 

Take  the  present  case  as  an  instance :  had  a  Court 
of  Chancery  always  existed  to  which  either  party  might 
have  appealed  to  enforce  the  fulfilment  of  the  original 
intention  of  both,  viz.,  that  Sewall  should  get  his 
money  and  interest,  and  that  Smyth  should  retain  his 
estate,  there  would  be  no  pretence  for  not  holding  both 
to  the  strict  rules  of  equitable  procedure  which  govern 
in  England;  because  if  SewaU  wanted  either  his  money 
or  the  estate,  he  could  have  filed  his  bill  of  foreclosure 
in  1811,  and  had  his  money  or  the  land  finally  assured 
to  him  within  such  reasonable  time  as  the  court  should 
assign  for  the  money  being  paid,  or  the  mortgage 
standing  foreclosed. 

If,  under  such  state  of  the  law,  he  took  no  steps  to 
foreclose,  but  simply  acquired  possession  of  the  estate, 
any  change  in  its  condition  or  character  as  a  mere 
mortgagee  in  possession,  w6uld  have  been  at  his  own 
peril,  seeing  that  a  bill  to  redeem  might  have  been  filed 
against  him  at  any  time. 

But  in  the  absence  of  all  equitable  jurisdiction, 
where  each  party  knew  that  the  terms  of  their  contract 
must  bind  them  at  law,  unless  there  were  something 
manifestly  and  grossly  unjust  and  oppressive  in  th^ 
conduct  of  the  mortgagee,  a  court  of  equity  would 
scarcely  feel  itself  warranted  in  retrospectively  inter- 
posing its  authority  to  disturb  the  legal  rights  of  the 
parties.  But  to  warrant  such  interference,  there  must, 
in  my  judgment,  exist  something  so  manifestly  harsh 
and  unjust,  and  against  conscience,  as  to  shock  and 
be  offensive  to  the  mind  boni  viri,  as  the  civilians  ex- 
press it.  And  under  such  circuaastances  I  feel  no  doubt 
but  that  a  court  of  equity  would  look  back  into  the 
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transactions,  and  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  judicial 
discretion,  apply  the  principles  of  equity  to  the  subject. 

In  this  case  I  see  no  facts  to  raise  any  presumption 
that  injustice  has  been  done ;  on  the  contrary,  I  think 
that  the  law  has  done  nothing  but  justice,  and  such 
justice  as  might  doubtlessly  have  been,  and  would  have 
been,  attained  by  a  decree,  had  a  Court  of  Chancery 
existed  previously  to  the  assumption  of  possession 
under  the  mortgagee. 

As  to  the  value  of  the  property,  it  seems,  to  say  the 
most  of  it,  to  have  been  but  a  bare  security  for  the  debt. 

In  the  next  place,  although  by  law  the  mortgagee  was 
not  bound  to  sell  the  estate  at  all  for  the  purpose  of 
realising  his  debt,  as  he  might  have  kept  it  on  condition 
broken  ;  yet  he  did,  under  a  misapprehension  of  the 
law,  cause  it  to  be  advertised  and  sold  in  a  quasi  official 
manner,  after  a  year's  notice  published  In  the  usual 
mode  of  sales  under  sanction  of  judicial  command; 
therefore  practically  everything  was  done  which  either  a 
trustee  with  power  of  sale  or  a  master  in  Chancery  under 
a  decree  of  the  court  could  have  done,  to  sell  the  property 
for  the  benefit  of  all  parties  for  the  best  price  that  could 
be  obtained.  Therefore,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  there 
existed  no  circumstance  which  would  warrant  a  court  of 
equity  in  disturbing  the  legal  interests  of  the  parties, 
the  court  being  left  to  the  exercise  of  its  own  unfettered 
application  of  the  principles  governing  courts  of  eqaity, 
more  especially  as  the  mortgagor  may,  I  think,  be 
regarded  as  having  abandoned  all  claim  to  it,  by  not 
applying  for  relief  under  the  statute  of  Geo.  II.,  and 
also  by  removing  the  fixtures  and  whatever  else  he  could 
beneficially  apply  to  his  own  use,  sanctioning  by  his 
silence  and  non-resistance  what  was  passing  under  his 
own  observation  without  objection.  He,  and  the  respon- 
dents, since  the  death  of  the  mortgagor,  saw  the  pro- 
perty passing  from  hand  to  hand ;   witnessed  the  vast 
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improvements  going  on ;  and  one  of  the  respondents, 
Terence  Smyth,  in  a  letter,  dated  10th  of  May,  1882, 
addressed  to  James  Shaw,  a  person  about  to  purchase 
part  of  the  premises  from  A.  R,  Ward,  one  of  the 
appellants,  and  who  shortly  afterwards  did  purchase, . 
stating,  that  ''  the  title  depended  upon  the  legality  of 
the  sheriff's  deed,  together  with  his  father's  right  of 
redemption  agreeable  to  the  laws  of  England  with 
regard  to  mortgages ;  but  in  his  {Terence  Smyth's) 
opinion,  he  (Shaw)  or  any  other  person  might  purchase 
without  any  fear  of  being  disturbed  by  his  father." 

It  is  a  clear  principle  of  equity,  that  where  a  person 
claiming  an  interest  in  land  lies  by,  and  by  his  silence 
with  regard  to  his  own  claim  encourages  another  to 
expend  money  upon  the  estate  under  an  erroneous 
opinion  of  title,  he  shall  be  restrained  in  equity  from 
affirming  his  title  to  the  prejudice  of  the  other  so  lulled 
into  security. 

Qui  tacit,  consentire  videtur ;  qui  potest  et  debet  vetare^ 
iuhet,  si  non  vetat.  The  mortgagor  should  undoubtedly 
have  protested  against  what  was  being  done,  and  should 
have  warned  the  parties  of  his  intention  to  apply  to  a 
court  of  equity,  should  such  a  tribunal  ever  be  estab- 
lished ;  but  he  did  nothing  of  the  kind,  and  allowed 
possession  to  be  taken.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that 
such  protest  would  have  altered  the  case  as  to  the 
rights  of  the  parties,  but  it  would  have  rebutted  the 
idea  of  an  intention  to  abandon  his  claim  in  equity. 
It  does  therefore  appear  to  me,  that  when  a  party  with 
a  full  knowledge  of  his  position  makes  no  effort  to 
defend  it,  but  voluntarily  abandons  and  deserts  it,  and 
sees  those  whom  he  has  let  in  under  a  claim  of  right, 
using  the  property,  and  dealing  with  it  as  their  own, 
and  expending  large  sums  in  its  improvement  without 
remonstrance,  he  cannot  be  regarded  in  any  other 
light  than  as  sanctioning,  by  his  silence,  what  is  pass- 
ing under  his  own  eye  without  objection. 

If  a  party  voluntarily  pay  a  doubtful  demand,  and 
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decline  defending  himself  against  what  he  regards  as 
an  unfounded  claim,  he  cannot  afterwards  become  plain- 
tiff and  recover  back  the  money  so  voluntarily  paid. 

Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the  mortgagor  neglected  to 
avail  himself  of  the  protection  which  the  courts  of  law 
could  have  afforded  him  under  the  statute  7  Geo.  II.,  I 
think  he  must  be  regarded  as  giving  the  mortgagee, 
and  those  claiming  under  him,  to  understand  that  he 
abandoned  the  property  in  payment  of  the  debt. 

I  am  also  of  opinion,  that  the  subsequent  great  rise 
in  value  of  this  property,  occasioned  chiefly  by  the 
construction  of  the  Bideau  Canal,  the  rapid  growth  of 
a  village,  since  become  a  place  of  considerable  impor- 
tance by  the  enterprise  and  capital  of  the  appellants, 
and  those  claiming  under  them,  constitute  no  meri- 
torious ingredients  in  the  respondent's  claim  for  relief. 

We  all  know,  that  it  is  to  the  expenditure  of  capital 
that  situations  the  most  eligible  owe  their  value,  by 
bringing  them  into  notice,  and  attracting  population  to 
participate  in  the  local  advantages  of  new  settlements ; 
and  it  would  be  no  compensation  to  the  first  adventurer, 
who  risked  his  means  in  commencing  a  settlement,  and 
developing  the  capabilities  of  the  place,  after  having 
spent  the  most  valuable  period  of  his  life  in  establishing 
an  extensive  business  in  the  midst  of  a  wilderness, 
drawing  a  considerable  population  around  him,  attracted 
by  the  activity  to  which  he  had  given  the  first  impetus, 
to  have  his  own  improvements  valued,  and  an  improved 
rental  set  upon  the  land  which  owed  all  their  value  to 
his  own  capital,  enterprise,  and  exertion,  and  striking 
a  balance,  to  order  it  to  be  paid  to  him,  and  then  to 
quit  the  scene  of  all  his  hopes  for  ever. 

In  my  opinion  such  a  person  is  as  much  entitled  to 
the  enhanced  value  of  the  grounds,  as  he  is  to  the 
costs  of  the  buildings  and  other  improvements  he  may 
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have  constructed,  as  the  one  is,  especially  in  a  new 
country,  incident  to  the  other.  If  a  man  shall  have  laid 
out  his  capital  recklessly  upon  what  he  knew  be  had  no 
title  to,  the  case  would  be  very  different ;  but  if,  acting 
bond  fdeyVae  is  entitled  to  every  consideration  that  a 
court  exercising  a  wise  and  sound  discretion,  can 
extend  to  him ;  and  unless  constrained  by  some  clear 
and  positive  enactment,  I  should  feel  great  repugnance 
in  disturbing  the  legal  title  of  persons  presenting  them- 
selves so  favourably  to  the  notice  of  the  court,  under 
the  notion  that  a  rule  of  equity,  as  applied  in  a  different 
state  of  things,  and  under  very  different  circumstances, 
would  have  been  regarded  as  too  well  settled  to  warrant 
a  departure  from  its  rigid  application. 

Upon  the  fullest  consideration,  therefore,  that  I  can 
give  to  this  case,  I[am  of  opinion  that,  independent  of 
any  enactment  which  may  be  supposed  to  enjoin  a 
different  conclusion,  the  respondents  have  shewn  no 
equitable  ground  for  relief,  and  that  their  bill  should 
have  been  dismissed  with  costs. 

I  come  now  to  the  last  point  of  this  important  case, 
the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  11th  section  of  the 
Chancery  Act,  which  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor, 
in  the  court  below,  supported  by  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  Macaulay,  and  Mr.  Attorney-General  Smith, 
as  members  of  this  court  at  the  first  argument,  has 
regarded  as  imperative  upon  him,  against  the  real 
equity  of  the  case,  as  I  understand  their  judgments,  to 
declare  that  the  respondents  are,  if  I  may  so  express 
myself,  strictojure  entitled  to  redeem. 

If  I  thought  that  the  clause  in  question  required  the 
constructionlthey  have  put  upon  it,  I  should,  as  a  matter 
of  duty,  though  with  deep  regret,  SB^y  fiat  justitia  mat 
coslum,  and  dismiss  this  appeal ;  but  I  am  of  a  contrary 
opinion,  and  while  I  entertain  the  highest  respect  for 
the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Macaulay,  who  has  so  elabo- 
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rately  diBcussed  this  question,  yet  I  cannot,  upon  this 
occasion,  see  any  ground  for  the  conclusion  at  which 
he  has  arrived. 

The  11th  section  of  the  Chancery  Act,  7  Wm.  IV., 
ch-  2,  is  in  the  following  terms: 

"And  whereas  the  law  of  England  was,  at  an  early 
period  introduced  into  this  province,  and  has  continued 
to  be  the  rtile  of  decision  in  all  matters  of  controversy 
relative  to  the  property  and  civil  rights  ;  while  at  the 
same  time,  from  the  want  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction  it 
has  not  been  in  the  power  of  the  mortgagees  to  foreclose, 
and  mortgagors  being  out  of  possession  have  been  unable 
to  avail  themselves  of  their  equity  of  redemption,  and  in 
consequence  of  the  want  of  these  remedies  the  rights  of 
the  respective  parties,  or  of  their  heirs,  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns,  may  be  found  to  be  attended 
with  peculiar  equitable  considerations,  as  well  in  regard 
to  compensation  for  improvements  as  in  respect  to  the 
right  to  redeem,  depending  upon  the  circumstances  of 
each  case,  and  a  strict  application  of  the  rules  estab- 
lished in  England  might  be  attended  with  injustice  : 
be  it  therefore  enacted,  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  of  the 
said  court  shall  have  power  and  authority  in  all  cases 
of  mortgage,  where  before  the  passing  of  this  act  the 
estate  has  become  absolute  in  law  by  failure  in  per- 
forming the  condition,  to  make  such  order  and  decree 
in  respect  to  foreclosure  and  redemption,  and  with 
regard  to  compensation  for  improvements,  and  gen- 
erally with  respect  to  the  rights  and  claims  of  the  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee,  and  then*  respective  heirs,  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  as  may  appear  to  him 
just  and  reasonable  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  subject,  however,  to  the  appeal  provided  by  this 
act.*' 

It  appears  to  me,  in  the  first  place,  that  the  first  part 
of  the  preamble  is  conceived  in  terms  inconsistent  with 
any  idea  that  the  legislature  considered  that  equity,  as  a 
14  I    E.   &   A. 
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system  of  jurisprudence,  had  previously  existed  in 
Upper  Canada  under  the  general  term  **law  of  Eng- 
land/' because  it  recites  that  the  law  of  England  was, 
at  an  early  period,  introduced  and  had  continued  to  be 
the  rule  of  decision ;  and  yet  from  the  first  establish- 
ment of  the  rule  there  spoken  of  (which  I  regard  as 
the  rule  of  law  only,  and  as  contradistinguished  from 
equity)  no  decision  according  to  it  in  any  question  of 
equity  had  ever  been  made,  if  equity  be  insisted  on  as 
being  included  in  the  rule  from  the  time  of  its  estab- 
lishment to  the  passing  of  this  act,  a  period  of  nearly 
half  a  century ;  and  therefore  it  cannot  be  said  to  hare 
been  and  continued  to  be  a  rule  of  decision,  when  no 
decision  ever  had  been,  and,  during  all  that  time, 
could  not  have  been  made  according  to  it ;  lex  nemi- 
nem  cogit  ad  impoasibile ;  and  when  32  Geo.  III.,  ch.  I, 
sec.  3,  says  that  resort  shall  be  had  to  the  law  of  Eng- 
land as  the  rule  for  the  decision  of  the  same,  it  must 
mean  such  law  as  resort  coidd  be  had  to.  And  there 
is  nothing  inconsistent  with  the  interpretation  in  the 
next  branch  of  the  sentence,  reciting,  that  for  want  of 
an  equitable  jurisdiction  mortgagees  could  not  fore- 
close, nor  could  mortgagors  avail  themselves  of  their 
equity  of  redemption,  because  an  equity  to  redeem 
might  and  would  exist  when  appealing  to  the  con- 
science, although  there  might  not  exist  any  means  for 
enforcing  obedience  to  its  voice. 

The  latter  part  of  the  preamble  recites,  that  a  strict 
application  of  the  rules  established  in  England,  might  be 
attended  with  injustice ;  shewing  conclusively  that  the 
legislature  did  not  intend  to  fetter  the  discretion  of  the 
court  when  called  upon  to  exercise  its  functions  in  a  new 
sphere  of  action ;  and  although  the  preceding  words, 
**as  well  in  regard  to  compensation  for  improvements, 
as  in  respect  to  the  right  to  redeem,"  might  seem  at  first 
to  indicate  the  objects  to  which  this  relaxation  of  EngUsh 
rules  is  intended  to  apply ;  yet  upon  a  closer  examina- 
tion, I  think  they  can  only  be  considered  as  put  for 
examples,  rather  than  as  terms  of  limitation.     The 
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enacting  part  of  the  clause  is  couched  in  as  general 
terms  as  could  well  have  been  devised,  to  give  a  most 
thorough  discretion  to  the  Vice-Chancellor  to  make 
such  order  and  decree  in  respect  to  foreclosure  and 
redemption,  and  with  regard  to  compensation  for  im- 
provements, and  generally  with  respect  to  the  rights 
and  claims  of  the  parties,  as  may  appear  to  him  just 
and  reasonable  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case 
— ^words  which  do  not  appear  to  me  to  make  it  quite 
discretionary  with  the  court,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances of  each  case,  to  decree  redemption,  or  refuse  it. 

If,  upon  a  bill  to  redeem,  the  Vice-Chancellor  should 
be  of  opinion,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
that  it  would  be  neither  just  nor  reasonable  to  allow  the 
mortgagor  to  redeem,  it  would  be  his  duty  to  dismiss  the 
bill,  which  in  effect  would  amount  to  a  foreclosure ;  and 
such  order  would  be  in  respect  both  to  foreclosure  and 
redemption,  it  would  be  a  decree  in  favour  of  foreclosure, 
and  against  redemption.     It  is  not  essential  that  a 
decree  or  judgment  should  be  in  favour  of  a  given  pro- 
position, to  constitute  it  a  decree  or  judgment  in  respect 
of  such  proposition.     If  the  decision  be  against  the 
proposition,  it  would  be  as  much  in  respect  of  it  as  if  it 
had  been  in  favour  of  it.   Neither  do  I  regard  the  words 
redemption  and  foreclosure  as  applying  to  a  bill  filed 
for  the  one  object  as  well  as  for  the  other ;  and  I  can- 
not concur  with  Mr.  Justice  Macavlay  in  thinking  that 
this  part  of  the  clause  is  to  be  construed  reddendo 
singula  singulis^  considering  the  word  redemption  as 
having  solely  a  reference  to  a  bill  filed  by  the  mort- 
gagor, and  foreclosure  to  one  filed  by  the  mortgagee. 

With  regard  to  compensation,  the  legislature  evidenty 
meant  to  enlarge,  if  necessary,  the  discretion  of  the 
court  in  decreeing  all  just  allowances  for  improvements 
in  cases  where  the  court  should  feel  it  right  to  decree 
redemption ;  seeing  that  in  England  a  mortgagee  has  no 
right  to  alter  the  nature  of  the  property  mortgaged,  by 
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turning  a  dwelling  house,  for  example,  into  a  shop. 
But  in  a  new  country,  where  property  is  undergoing 
continual  change  in  every  hand  it  passes  into,  it  would 
be  retarding  enterprise  to  hold,  that  however  advan- 
tageous such  an  alteration  might  be  for  whoever  might 
be  the  owner,  no  change  should  be  made.  The  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  change  may  have  been 
made,  are  all  fit  for  the  consideration  of  the  court ; 
and  this  clause  removes  any  ground  for  scruple  when 
regarding  English  precedent. 

Under  the  very  comprehensive  terms  used  in  the  latter 
part  of  this  section,  "  and  generally  to  make  such  order 
and  decree  with  respect  to  the  rights  and  claims  of  the 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  as  may  appear  just  and 
reasonable  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,"  it 
may  be  worthy  of  consideration  whether,  in  some  cases, 
it  would  not  be  just  to  require  the  mortgagee  to  pay  an 
additional  sum  to  the  mortgagor,  bearing  a  relation  to 
the  value  of  the  property  when  it  fell  into  the  hands  of 
the  mortgagee,  particularly  when  the  mortgagee  had 
made  such  extensive  improvements  as  not  to  be  within 
the  power  of  the  mortgagor  to  make  compensation  for. 

But  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  court  would  have 
possessed  full  discretion  to  have  accommodated  its 
decisions  to  the  peculiarities  incident  to  the  novel 
condition  of  things  existing  at  the  time  of  the  estab- 
lishment of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  that  the  11th 
section  of  the  Chancery  Act  ought  to  be  regarded  as 
a  provision  introduced  by  the  legislature  ex  majori 
cauteld,  rather  than  of  necessity ;  and  this  construction 
I  regard  as  important  to  prevent  the  very  inconvenient 
construction  that  might  otherwise  prevail,  of  con- 
sidering every  thing  not  expressly  provided  for  as 
intentionally  omitted,  which  I  feel  satisfied  would  be 
found  occasionally  of  most  mischievous  consequences. 

We  cannot  keep  too  prominently  in  our  minds,  that 
equity  is  inherently  a  discretionary  principle  in  its 
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application.  And  although  it  be  discretionary,  the  dis- 
cretion of  a  court  of  equity,  like  that  often  exercised 
by  courts  of  law,  must  be  a  sound  discretion,  governed 
by  rule  and  not  by  humour ;  it  must  not  be  arbitrary, 
vague,  and  fanciful,  but  regular,  and  guided  by  prece- 
dent— a  character  which  it  has  acquired  by  having  for 
ages  past  been  administered  in  a  regular  course  of 
judicial  procedure,  in  a  court  clothed  with  the  highest 
judicial  powers,  administered  by  great  numbers  of 
learned,  wise,  and  upright  judges,  who  have  moulded 
the  arbitrary  power,  at  first  exercised  by  the  sovereign, 
and  afterwards  delegated  to  them  by  the  Crown,  into 
a  regular  system  of  judicial  administration,  constitut- 
ing at  the  present  day  equity  jurisprudence. 

But  if  the  rules  and  precedents  established  by  the 
court  itself,  for  the  government  of  its  own  discretion, 
be  once  reduced  by  legislative  enactment  into  fixed 
rules  to  guide  the  court  in  its  decision,  inflexible  and 
mandatory  upon  those  who  are  to  be  governed  by 
them,  the  whole  character  of  the  rules  becomes 
changed ;  and  having  become  of  positive  obligation 
they  cease  to  be  a  guide  to  discretion,  but  become 
fixed  laws,  and  then  no  longer  rules  of  equity,  but 
positive  institutions ;  and  having  thus  changed  their 
character,  they  will  likewise  change  their  place  of 
administration  from  courts  of  equity  ex!ercising  extra- 
ordinary, to  courts  of  law  exercising  ordinary,  jurisdic- 
tion, which  would  in  all  time  coming  be  bound  to 
enforce  them. 

If  it  were  enacted  by  parliament,  that  notwithstand- 
ing a  mortgagor  had  failed  to  perform  the  condition  for 
redemption,  by  payment  of  the  mortgage  money  at  the 
day,  nevertheless  that  he  should  be  entitled  to  redeem 
within  twenty  years,  the  remedy  of  the  mortgagor  would 
be  in  a  court  of  law,  unless  there  were  some  peculiar  cir- 
cumstances to  give  Chancery  an  equitable  jurisdiction. 
He  might  tender  his  money,  and  bring  an  ejectment. 
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The  legislature  cannot  change  the  nature  of  things, 
makmg  equity  law,  and  law  equity  at  their  pleasure, 
and  still  preserving  the  pristine  character  of  either. 

Take  from  equity  its  discretionary  character,  and 
enforce  its  regular  application  hy  positive  parlia- 
mentary enactment,  and  it  ceases  to  be  equity  the 
moment  it  becomes  law ;  the  principle  of  equity  would 
be  merged  in  the  stern  mandate  of  the  law. 

Lord  Coke^  in  speaking  of  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
says  it  possesses  an  ordinary  jurisdiction  according  to 
the  common  law,  and  an  extraordinary  jurisdiction 
according  to  the  rule  of  equity  secundum  equum  et 
honum. 

How,  by  ordinary  rule  or  law,  can  you  arrive  at  an 
extraordinary  decision  ?  Parliament  can  no  more  enact 
rules  for  deciding  what  is  equitable  secundum  equum  et 
bonum,  than  truth  in  morals  can  be  proved  by  mathe- 
niatical  demonstration. 

I  cannot  therefore  presume  that  the  legislature,  in- 
tending to  establish  a  court  to  administer  equity,  could 
have  also  intended  to  fetter  its  administration  with 
inflexible  rules  which  might,  and  occasionally  would, 
as  in  this  case,  frustrate  that  intention,  and  compel 
the  court  to  pronounce  a  decree  which  it  felt  would 
result  in  nothing  less  than  manifest  injustice. 

There  being  no  positive  law,  that  a  mortgagor  sh^l 
have  a  right  to  redeem  within  twenty  years,  that  right, 
if  it  exist  at  ail,  is  merely  an  equitable  one ;  and  there- 
fore, if  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  it  would  be  inequitable  to  allow 
him  to  redeem,  how  can  he  have  an  equity  of  redemption, 
unless  it  be  on  the  foot  of  a  strict  right  which  the  court 
cannot  restrain,  or  refuse  the  execution  of ;  in  which 
case  it  would  not  be  an  equitable,  but  a  legal  right,  and 
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then  not  an  equity  but  a  right  to  redeem.  And  it  is  no 
impeachment  of  the  judgement  of  the  court  refusing  to 
decree  redemption,  to  allege  that  between  the  same 
parties,  under  the  same  identical  facts  and  circum- 
stances, the  court,  upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiff  to  foreclose,  undoubtedly  as  in 
this  case  would  decree  foreclosure  ;  because  the  prayer 
to  foreclose  necessarily  embraces  a  permission  or  offer 
to  redeem,  and  therefore  it  does  nothing  against  the 
will  of  either  party.  If  the  appellants  had  been  willing 
that  the  respondents  should  have  been  at  liberty  to 
redeem,  and  had  filed  a  bill  to  foreclose,  unless  the 
respondents  redeemed  within  the  time  prescribed  by  the 
court,  they  could  not  have  objected  to  their  request 
being  granted ;  neither  could  the  respondents  object, 
as  that  would  be  precisely  what  they  wanted,  unless 
they  declined  redemption  altogether,  in  which  case  the 
whole  proceeding  would  pass  as  it  were  by  the  consent 
or  concurrence  of  all  parties. 

The  question  with  reference  to  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions, taken  either  as  a  pre^acribed  period,  or  as  afford- 
ing a  safe  guide  for  regulating  the  discretion  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  that  respect,  is  not  in  a  case  arising 
before  the  establishment  of  the  court,wbether  the  equity 
be  barred  by  the  time,  or  by  the  court  be  extinguished  or 
rejected,  though  put  forth  within  time ;  but  whether, 
under  the  circumstances  existing,  at  a  period  when 
equity  as  a  system  of  jurisprudence  formed  no  part  of 
our  judicial  polity,  the  court  can  or  ought  retrospect- 
ively to  raise  an  equity,  and  not  whether  they  are  re- 
strained by  the  Chancery  Act,  sec.  11,  from  extinguishing 
it.  Such  a  view  of  the  question  always  assumes  that 
within  twenty  years  an  equity  to  redeem  exists,  which 
is  begging  the  whole  question  ;  whereas  you  must  first 
determine  whether  there  be  an  equity,  and  if  that 
question  be  decided  in  the  negative,  viz.,  that  the  party 
has  no  equity,  then  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  question  of  time. 
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Having  given  this  very  important  case  the  fullest 
consideration  which  I  have  been  able  to  bestow  upon 
it,  I  am  of  opinion, 

First,  that  as  a  system  of  jurisprudence,  equity  was 
not,  by  the  statute  32  Geo.  III.,  ch.  1,  sec.  3,  as  part 
of  the  law  of  England,  constituted  a  rule  of  decision  in 
any  matter  of  controversy  in  Upper  Canada. 

Secondly,  that  up  to  the  period  of  the  passing  of  the 
Chancery  Act,  7  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  2,  equity  as  a  system  of 
jurisprudence,  had  no  place  in  judical  contemplation  in 
Upper  Canada,  and  could  neither  have  been  recognised 
nor  exerted. 

Thirdly,  that  mortgages,  up  to  the  passing  of  the 
Chancery  Act,  were  simply  conveyances  upon  condition ; 
and  the  estates  thereby  pledged  liable  to  absolute  forfei- 
ture at  law  ;  subject,  however,  to  redemption  after  con- 
dition broken,  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  7 
Geo.  II.,  ch.  20. 

Fourthly,  that  upon  the  establishment  of  a  Court  of 
Chancery,  such  court  might  exercise  its  equitable  juris- 
diction retrospectively,  and  by  its  own  inherent  prin- 
ciples, without  any  legislative  aid. 

Fifthly,  that  the  11th  section  of  the  Chancery  Act 
must  be  regarded  as  having  been  introduced  more  out 
of  greater  caution  than  of  necessity ;  and  that  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  without  the  aid  of  that  provision,  might 
have  afforded  the  same  relief  which  that  section  would 
seem  to  authorise. 

Sixthly,  that  there  is  no  restraining  quality  in  that 
clause  limiting  the  court  in  the  fullest  exercise  of  its 
equitable  principles,  in  relation  to  the  redemption  and 
foreclosure  of  mortgages,  or  in  any  decree  tending  to 
constrain  the  court  against  its  own  sense  of  equity  to 
decree  redemption,  when  it  would  not  have  done  so  had 
there  been  no  such  provision. 
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And  lastly,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  equities  of  this 
case  are  all  with  the  appellants,  and  that  the  decree  of 
the  court  below  should  be  reversed. 

McLean,  J.,  concurred. 

Decree  of  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor 
reversed,  and  bill  dismissed. 

Mr.  Blake  asked  for  the  costs  in  the  court  below. 

Mr.  Esten  considered  this  a  case  in  which  the  court 
would  not  give  costs ;  the  bill  had  been  sustained  by 
the  judgment  of  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor,  and 
this  court  on  a  former  occasion  had  been  equally 
divided  in  opinion. 

EoBiNsoN,  C.J. — And  you  think  it  would  be  un- 
reasonable to  expect  the  respondents  to  have  been 
better  advised  upon  the  law  than  his  Honour  and  one 
portion  of  this  court.  We  will  take  time  to  consider  the 
question  ;  in  the  meantime  let  the  costs  be  reserved. 

On  a  subsequent  day  the  court  directed  an  order  to 
be  drawn  up,  dismissing  the  bill  with  costs. 
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IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL. 

(13M  and  27th  March,  1847.) 

[Before  tJie  Hon.  the  Chief  Justice ;  the  Hon.  J.  B. 
Macaulayy  Ex.  C. ;  the  Hon.  Jonas  Jones,  Ex.  C. ;  the 
Hon.  H.  J.  Boidton,  Ex.  G. ;  the  Hon.  R.  S.  Jameson, 
Vice-Chancellor ;  and  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  McLean.] 

On  an  Appeal  from  the  Decision  of  His  Honour  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  op  Upper  Canada. 


Between  Isabella  Baby,  Appellant,  and  Colin  Miller, 
and  Jane  Miller,  his  wife,  David  J.  Smith,  and 
others.  Executors  of  Hugh  Earl,  deceased,  respon- 
dents. 

Will,  construction  of — Cumulative  legacies — Charge. 

A  testator,  by  his  will,  gave  the  residue  of  his  real  and  personal 
property  to  his  daughter,  the  lands  to  be  held  by  her  in  fee  tail; 
and  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  will  adds,  "  I  wish  and  desire  that 
my  daughter  shall  make  a  competent  provision  for  my  niece,  Mrs. 
Baby,  at  Hamilton:"  by  a  codicil,  executed  on  the  same  day  as 
the  will,  after  making  certain  alterations  in  his  will,  he  adds 
"  And  I  do  hereby  devise  to  my  niece,  Mrs.  Baby,  of  Hamilton, 
the  lot  containing  one-fifth  of  an  acre  fronting  on  School  Street, 
in  the  town  of  Kingston."  Held,  first,  affirming  the  decision  of 
his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  the  words  "  I  wish  and 
desire "  were  not  precatory  merely,  but  directory,  and  formed  a 
charge  upon  the  residuary  estate ;  and  held,  secondly,  reversing 
the  judgment  of  his  Honour,  that  the  devise,  in  the  codicil,  of  the 
town  lot  in  Kingston,  was  cumulative,  and  not  substitutional. 

Mr.  Mowat  and  Mr.  Vankoughnet,  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  Blake  and  Mr.  GaJi,  for  the  respondents. 

Judgment. — ^Robinson,  C.J. — Hugh  Earl,  Esq.,  on 
the  17th  of  January,  1841,  made  his  will,  as  follows : 

"  First,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  beloved  daughter 
Jane,  all  the  personal  property  which  I  now  own." 

**  Secondly,  I  give,  devise  and  bequeath  to  my  said 
daughter,  all  the  real  property  of  which  I  shall  die 
possessed,  to  hold  to  her  during  her  natural  life,  and 
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to  the  heirs  of  her  body  lawfully  begotten,  excepting 
the  devises  hereinafter  contained." 

He  then  devises  the  remainder  over,  in  default  of 
issue  of  his  said  daughter,  to  two  of  his  nephews, 
WUUam  Beggs,  of  Whitby,  in  this  province,  and 
Charles  Beggs,  of  Dunkirk,  in  the  United  States,  to 
James  Hamilton  Blane  and  John  Earl  Blane,  of  Dun- 
dee, in  Scotland,  and  his  nieces,  Jane  Douglas  Blane 
and  her  sister,  if  then  living,  and  to  the  children  of 
his  late  sister  Margaret,  and  to  the  heirs  of  their 
bodies  as  tenants  in  common.  He  then  devises  to 
his  niece  Sarah,  then  living  with  him,  a  certain  town 
lot  in  Kingston,  in  tail,  and  directs  his  executors,  to 
rent  the  same  for  her  benefit. 

He  then  gives  and  bequeaths  to  his  niece  Margaret, 
then  in  New  Brunswick,  the  sum  of  M12  per  annum, 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  rent  of  a  farm  of  his  in  New 
Branswick. 

He  then  adds,  **  I  wish  and  desire  that  my  daughter 
shall  make  a  competent  prot^ision  for  my  niece  Mrs. 
Baby,  at  Hamilton. 

He  devises  to  his  nephew  WiUiam  Beggs,  some  land 
in  Whitby  in  fee  simple. 

He  gives  to  his  niece  Sarah,  the  interest  accruing 
due  on  a  certain  promissory  note,  to  be  paid  to  her 
half-yearly  during  her  life. 

He  makes  specific  bequests  of  certain  articles  of 
small  value  away  to  other  personal  friends,  and 
appoints  D.  /.  Smith,  John  R.  Forsyth,  and  Charles 
Stuart,  Esquires,  his  executors. 

On  the  same  day,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  same 
witnesses,  he  executed  a  codicil  in  these  words, "  whereas 
I,  Hugh  Earl,  of,  &c.,  have  this  day  made  my  last  will 
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and  testament  in  writing,  (now  I  do  hereby  declare  this 
present  writing  to  be  as  a  codicil  to  my  said  will,  and 
direct  the  same  to  be  annexed  thereto,  and  taken  as  part 
thereof.)  I  do  hereby  give  and  bequeath  to  my  niece 
Sarah,  in  addition  to  the  bequests  contained  in  my  said 
will,  the  sum  of  fifteen  pounds  currency  per  annum,  to 
be  paid  to  her  half  yearly  from  and  out  of  the  rents  of 
the  property  which  I  now  own,  and  it  is  my  desire  that 
my  said  niece  Sarah  and  Mrs.  Robertson  shall  remain 
in  my  house  till  my  daughter  arrives  from  Europe." 

He  then  on  the  same  day  executes  a  second  codicil  in 
these  words,  "whereas  I,  Htigh  Earl,  of,  &c.,  have  this 
day  made  my  last  will  and  testament  in  writing,  and 
have  also  made  a  codicil  thereto,  and  whereas  I  have  in 
my  said  will  devised  certain  property  to  James  HamUton 
Blane,  John  Earl  Blane,  Jane  Douglas  Blane  and  her 
sister,  and  the  children  of  my  late  sister  Margaret,  now 
I,  the  said  Hugh  Earl,  being  desirous  of  altering  my  said 
will  in  respect  of  the  said  devises^  do  therefore  make  this 
present  writing,  which  I  will  and  direct  to  be  annexed  as 
a  codicil  to  my  said  will,  and  taken  as  a  part  thereof, 
and  I  do  hereby  revoke  the  said  devises  by  my  said  will 
given  to  the  above  mentioned  persons,  and  to  the  heirs 
of  their  body,  and  I  do  also  hereby  revoke  the  devise  in 
the  said  will  contained  to  Charles  Beggs  and  the  heirs 
of  his  body,  and  I  do  hereby  devise  all  my  real  property, 
in  case  of  the  decease  of  my  daughter  without  lawful 
heirs,  to  William  Beggs,  of  the  township  of  Whitby,  and 
to  the  heirs  of  his  body  for  ever;  and  I  do  hereby  devise 
to  my  niece,  Mrs.  Baby,  of  Hamilton,  the  lot  containing 
one-fifth  of  an  acre  fronting  on  School  Street,  in  the 
town  of  Kingston,  and  opposite  to  the  lot  devised  in  my 
said  will  to  my  niece  Sarah,  the  said  lots  being  numbered 
240  and  241,  respectively,  to  hold  to  her  and  the  heirs  of 
her  body  for  ever.  And  I  do  hereby  direct  that  all  my 
debts  and  funeral  expenses  be  paid  as  soon  after  my 
decease  as  possible,  out  of  the  first  moneys  that  shall 
come  into  the  hands  of  my  executors  from  any  portion 
of  my  estate." 
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This  later  codicil  is  not  executed  in  the  presence  of 
all  the  same  witnesses  as  the  other ;  both  are  attested 
in  these  words,  "  signed,"  &c.,  and  declared  by  the 
said  Hii^h  Earl  '*  as  and  for  a  codicil  to  be  added  to 
and  considered  part  of  his  last  will  and  testament,  in 
the  presence  of  us,"  &c. 

Mrs.  Baby,  the  appellant  in  this  suit,  who  is  a  widow, 
filed  her  bill  against  the  respondents,  praying  that  a 
competent  provision  be  decreed  to  be  made  to  her  out 
of  the  property,  real  and  personal,  devised  and 
bequeathed  by  the  will  to  Jane  Miller,  the  testator's 
daughter. 

The  respondents  put  in  their  answer,  in  which  they 
admitted  that  the  testator  died  possessed  of  personal 
property  to  the  value  of  £275,  and  of  real  estate  to  the 
value  of  about  ^£2000.  But  they  submit  to  the  court, 
that  the  devise  in  the  will  of  a  competent  provision  to 
be  made  to  the  appellant,  is  in  efifect  revoked  by  the 
second  codicil,  which  devises  to  the  appellant  a  specific 
portion  of  the  testator's  real  estate,  which  would  other- 
wise under  the  will  have  gone  to  the  respondent  Jane 
MiUer,  and  out  of  which,  together  with  the  personal 
estate,  the  competent  provision  was  to  have  been 
made. 

His  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  took  that  view  of  the 
effect  of  the  codicil,  and  dismissed  the  bill  with  costs, but 
the  cause  being  afterwards  re-heard  upon  petition,  his 
Honour  reversed  that  part  of  the  decree  which  regarded 
costs,  and  ordered  that  the  bill  should  stand  dismissed 
without  costs  to  either  party,  the  appellant  paying  to 
respondents  the  costs  of  the  re-hearing. 

The  decree  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  is  appealed  from. 

We  must  first  consider  how  the  case  would  stand 
upon  the  will  alone,  if  there  had  been  no  codicil ;  it 
was  contended  in  the  argument  before  us,  that  even  in 
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that  case  the  court  could  not  rightly  have  decreed  a 
provision  to  the  appellant ;  that  the  words  **  wish  and 
desire"  amounted  to  a  mere  recommendation  to  the 
discretionary  bounty  of  the  daughter ;  that  in  the 
language  of  many  cases  on  this  subject  they  were 
merely  precatory,  and  not  binding  on  the  devisee  of 
the  residuary  estate,  and  furnished,  therefore,  no 
ground  for  a  compulsory  decree. 

Secondly,  that  such  a  direction  could  not  be  carried 
into  effect  on  the  footing  of  a  trust  binding  on  the  devisee, 
because  it  was  wholly  uncertain  what  would  constitute  a 
competent  provision,  and  there  was  nothing  definite  for 
the  court  to  act  upon.  On  this  part  of  the  case  his 
Honor's  opinion  was  in  favour  of  the  appellant,  and  we 
think  rightly.  I  do  not  indeed  imagine  that  the  respon- 
dents had  much  expectation  of  leading  us  to  a  different 
conclusion  on  that  point.  The  cases  which  bear  upon  it 
are  very  numerous,  most  of  them  were  cited,  and  after 
an  examination  and  a  comparison  with  the  terms  of  the 
will,  we  have  no  doubt  that  we  must  hold  the  words 
**  wish  and  desire,"  when  thus  used  by  a  person  having 
a  right  to  control,  to  be  equivalent  to  a  direction, 
unaccompanied  as  they  are  by  any  words  tending  to 
limit  the  expression  to  a  mere  recommendation  to  the 
daughter's  favour,  and  leaving  her  to  make  a  provision 
or  not  according  to  circumstances  which  she  was  to 
judge  of,  such  as  the  behaviour  and  merits  of  the  party, 
the  claim  of  others,  &c.  It  is  upon  such  qualifications  of 
the  devise  expressed  by  the  testator,  that  the  doubts  in 
such  cases  have  turned,  and  then  the  courts  could  not 
but  feel  that  if  they  were  to  make  a  compulsory  decree, 
they  would  be  contravening  the  will  of  the  testator,  by 
assuming  a  discretion  which  he  had  reposed  in  other 
hands.  There  is  nothing  of  the  kind  here ;  it  is  true 
that  Mr.  Jarmin,  in  his  Treatise  on  Wills,  considers,  as 
other  authors  do  who  have  written  recently  on  the 
subject,  that  the  tendency  of  the  courts  in  the  present 
day  is  to  refuse  to  give  effect  to  this  kind  of  language 
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in  wills  as  sufficient  to  create  a  trust;  but  I  cannot 
say  that  when  we  examine  the  decisions  they  refer  to 
as  evidences  of  this  inclination,  there  is  any  clear  ap- 
pearance of  a  change  in  the  doctrine  and  practice  of 
the  court.  Any  cases  in  which  the  courts  have* refused 
to  recognise  a  trust  as  created  by  a  will  of  this  descrip- 
tion, are  cases  which  it  can  scarcely  be  supposed  would 
have  been  at  any  time  otherwise  decided,  and  certainly 
they  are  not  cases  which  could  with  any  propriety  be 
allowed  to  govern  the  present,  being  substantially 
different  in  their  circumstances. 

If  the  testator  had,  instead  of  "a  competent  pro- 
vision," inserted  a  sum  of  money,  or  an  annuity, 
leaving  all  the  other  words  in  that  clause  of  the  will 
the  same,  no  one  could  doubt  that  his  tvish  and  desire 
that  the  devisee  of  his  real  and  personal  estate  should 
pay  his  niece  such  sum  of  money,  would  have  bound 
her  if  she  took  the  estate.  I  take  it  to  be  the  law  still, 
that  words  of  a  testator  intimating  a  request,  wish,  or 
desire,  are  sufficient,  when  they  are  so  plain  and  un- 
equivocal as  in  this  case,  to  create  a  trust,  provided 
there  be  certainty  of  the  gift  and  of  the  object  to  he 
benefitted,  (a)  The  authoritieis  on  this  point  are  collected 
in  a  note  to  the  case  of  Harding  v.  Glyn,  and  we  find 
no  modern  decision  conflicting  with  those  cases  to  such 
an  extent  as  to  create  any  difficulty  in  adhering  to 
them,  so  far  as  this  will  is  concerned. 

Now  if  this  point  be  as  clear  of  doubt  as  I  appre- 
hend, the  only  other  ground  on  which  a  question  can 
be  raised  upon  the  will,  taken  by  itself,  is,  that  instead 
of  a  sum  of  money,  or  any  thing  specific,  the  will 
directs  (for  so  I  regard  it)  that  the  testator's  daughter 
and  residuary  devisee  shall  make  a  competent  provision 
for  this  appellant. 

(a)  Pushman  v.  Filleter,  3  Ves.  7;  Cole  v.  Turner,  4  Russ.  376; 
Mirehouse  v.  Scaife,  2  M.  <!^  C.  695  ;  Foley  v.  Perry,  5  Sim.  138 ; 
Medlicote  v.  Bowes,  i  Ves.  Sr.  207 ;  Cary  v.  Cary,  2  S.  &  L.  at  p.  189 ; 
Harding  v.  Gl3m.  i  Atk,  469 ;  2  Jarmin  on  Wills,  533 ;  Vin.  Ab. 
Charge  D.  PI.  15. 
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But  we  do  not  find  that  we  should  be  warranted  in 
holding  that  there  is  such  an  uncertainty  here  as  must 
make  the  direction  of  no  effect ;  the  difference  between 
such  a  direction  and  some  that  have  been  held  too 
uncertain,  such  as  where  a  testator  directed  "handsome 
gratuities"  to  be  given  to  A.  B.  and  C.  D.,  is  quite 
obvious.  It  is  very  common  to  direct,  in  wills,  that  a 
suitable  maintenance  shall  be  provided  for,  or  a  suitable 
education  given,  &c.,  to  some  object  of  the  testator's 
bounty,  and  there  is  sufficient  certainty  in  such  direc- 
tions to  admit  of  their  being  carried  into  effect  without 
a  mere  arbitrary  exercise  of  authority  on  the  part  of 
the  court.  What  may  be  competent  under  the  circum- 
stances, is  matter  of  evidence,  having  all  the  circum- 
stances in  view :  if  A.  B.  were  to  take  an  estate  upon 
the  consideration  of  making  competent  provision  for 
the  person  conveying  it,  and  were  to  give  his  bond  or 
covenant  to  that  effect,  I  conceive  he  would  be  liable 
in  an  action  to  pay  such  damages  as  a  jury  might 
assess,  if  he  failed  to  make  a  provision.  The  under- 
taking would  be  sufficiently  certain  for  a  court  of  law  to 
enforce,  and  not  less  sufficient  for  a  court  of  equity, 
which  acts  on  the  conscience  of  the  party,  and  upon  a 
perfect  investigation  into  all  the  circumstances. 

In  the  case  of  Abraham  v.  Alman,  (a)  though  the 
court  thought  it  could  not  give  effect  to  the  will,  for 
reasons  which,  if  clearly  satisfactory,  were  peculiar  to 
that  case,  yet  I  think  it  apparent,  that  such  a  direction 
as  this  will  contains  would  not  have  been  felt  to  create 
any  difficulty.  That  case,  indeed,  and  the  case  of 
Broad  v.  Bevan,  cited  in  the  note  to  it,  nre  sufficient  to 
shew  that  upon  the  face  of  the  will  before  us,  if  there 
were  nothing  else  in  the  case,  the  appellant  might  well 
claim  in  a  court  of  equity  to  have  a  competent  provision 
decreed  against  the  residuary  devisee  and  legatee. 

So  far  we  agree  in  opinion  with  his  Honour  the  Vice- 

(n)  I  Russel,  509. 
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Chancellor.  Upon  the  other  point  in  the  case  we  find 
ourselves  constrained  to  differ.  We  do  not  consider 
that  the  gift  of  a  competent  provision,  made  by  the  will, 
is  revoked  by  the  second  codicil.  We  look  upon  the  gift 
of  the  town  lot  as  cumulative,  not  as  substituted  in  place 
of  the  other.  This  is  a  question  proper  to  be  decided  upon 
the  face  of  the  will  and  codicils  alone,  as  I  apprehend  ; 
though  there  are  to  be  found  cases,  in  which  regard  seems 
to  have  been  paid  to  the  circumstances  of  the  estate  or 
other  matters  external,  to  aid  in  determining  whether  the 
latter  bequest  is  to  be  taken  as  in  place  of  the  other,  or 
in  addition  to  it.  If,  however,  the  value  of  the  town  lot 
given  by  the  codicil,  or  the  circumstances  of  Mrs.  Baby, 
could  have  been  considered  as  material  in  deciding  the 
question,  there  was  no  evidence  on  these  points  before 
the  court,  and  the  case  is  in  fact  left  to  turn  upon 
the  documents  themselves.  The  general  principle  un- 
doubtedly is,  that  the  legacies,  devises,  &c.,  so  given  or 
made,  are  to  be  taken  as  intended  to  be  in  addition,  and 
not  that  the  last  gift  revokes  the  first ;  but  the  intention 
is  to  govern,  wherever  that  can  be  discovered,  as  it  often 
may.  Accordingly,  in  the  great  multitude  of  cases  of  this 
description,  which  it  would  be  tedious  to  refer  to,  the 
courts  have  held  one  way  or  the  other,  according  to  the 
indications  which  they  thought  the  will  aiforded  of  the 
testator's  intention;  taking  it  for  granted,  as  at  the 
present  day  at  least  they  do,  that  where  there  is  no 
ground  afforded  for  a  contrary  inference,  the  testator 
means  that  the  legatee  should  take  all  that  he  has  given. 

Now,  on  the  face  of  this  will,  I  see  nothing  that  we 
could  rely  upon  as  shewing  the  testator's  intention,  that 
because  he  had  given  to  this  niece  (the  appellant)  a 
town  lot,  she  was  therefore  not  to  have  the  competent 
provision  which  he  had  assigned  to  her  by  his  will.  He 
had  given  his  other  niece  Sarah,  by  his  will,  a  town  lot. 
in  the  first  place ;  then  he  gave  her  the  interest  of  a 
certain  promissory  note,  which  might  or  might  not  pro- 
duce her  any  thing  in  fact,  upon  which  I  should  think 

15  I    E.        A. 
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the  testator  bad  some  doubts,  for  by  tbe  first  codicil  he 
gives  her  sBlS  a  year  in  addition,  which  we  may  reason- 
ably suppose  he  meant  to  be  a  barely  competent  provision 
something  that  would  keep  her  above  want,  but  some- 
thing  which  might  be  required  for  that  purpose,  notwith- 
standing his  gift  to  her  of  a  town  lot.  Then  with  regard 
to  his  other  niece,  (this  appellant,)  he  takes  up  the 
subjects  in  an  inverse  order ;  he  first  desires,  by  the  will, 
that  she  shall  have  a  competent  provision,  and  then  on 
the  same  day,  in  a  codicil,  gives  her  also  a  town  lot. 
Both  these  objects  of  his  bounty  stand  in  the  same  rela- 
tion to  him.  The  town  lots  which  he  had  given  to  each, 
respectively,  stand  on  the  opposite  sides  of  a  street  in 
the  same  town.  In  the  absence  of  all  means  of  judging 
by  comparison,  we  cannot  safely  assume  otherwise  than 
that  the  lots  were  of  a  similar  value;  and  that  the  tes- 
tator's nieces  might  require  to  have,  and  that  the  tes- 
tator might  reasonably  intend  they  should  have,  a  like 
degree  of  support  from  his  estate.  If  so,  then  we  should 
be  disturbing  his  arrangements,  by  leaving  with  the  one 
both  the  pecuniary  provision  and  the  town  lot,  and  com- 
pelling the  other,  because  she  got  the  town  lot,  to  give 
up  the  pecuniary  provision,  though  that  for  all  we  know, 
mfght  leave  her  without  a  competent  maintenance,  or 
anything  approaching  to  it.  We  have  no  means  of  say- 
ing that  the  one  is  any  thing  like  an  equivalent  for  the 
other.  The  testator  has  not  declared  that  he  intended 
it  to  be  a  substitution.    It  is  urged  that  he  has  done  so 
negatively  at  least,  by  inserting,  in  the  case  of  the  second 
gift  to  Sarah,  the  words  ''in  addition  to  the  bequests 
contained  in  my  will,'*  while  he  uses  no  such  words  when 
he  gives  the  second  gift  to  the  appellant.    But  besides 
that  it  has  been  decided,  that  the  mere  circumstance 
that  such  words  are  used  in  one  part  and  not  used  in 
another  of  the  same  will,  cannot  he  taken  to  be  con- 
clusive upon  the  point ;  it  is  to  be  considered  that  the 
additional  bequests  to  the  nieces  are  contained  in  distinct 
codicils',  and  though  signed  on  the  same  day,  they  may 
not  have  been  written  by  the  same  hand ;  they  are 
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attested  by  different  witnesses.  One  person  drawing  such 
a  codicil  may  have  thought  it  well  to  insert  the  words, 
in  addition»from  greater  caution;  another  might  be  aware 
that  it  was  unnecessary,  for  that  the  law  would  so  hold  if 
nothing  to  the  contrary  were  said.    In  regard  to  the 
niece  Sa/rah^  besides,  the  testator  might  imagine,  if  the 
town  lot  were  of  much  less  value  than  £15  a  year,  that 
the  giving  her  afterwards  that  annuity  would  be  deemed 
a  cancelling  of  the  less  valuable  gift,  and  so  that  it 
would  be  safer,  as  he  meant  otherwise,  to  express  it  as 
in  that  codicil  he  does.  But  he  could  hardly  have  con- 
ceived, that  where  he  had  by  his  will  given  any  gift  of  a 
pecuniary  nature  to  his  niece  Mrs.  Bahy^  (such  as  his 
direction  that  she  should  be  competently  provided  for,) 
that  the  mere  gift  of  a  town  lot,  which  may  or  may  not 
have  been  worth  £10,  would  cancel  the  other.     It  most 
clearly  would  not  in  any  such  case,  and  it  could  not 
seem  reasonable  to  any  testator  that  it  should,  unless 
indeed  the  land  amounted  to  a  competent  provision, 
which  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  assume,  especially  as  the 
town  lotjis  not  devised  to  her  in  fee  simple.  And  it  was 
urged  with  reason,  in  the  argument,  that  any  inference 
that  could  be  drawn  from  inserting  the  words  ''in  addi- 
tion" in  one  codicil,  and  omitting  them  in  the  other,  is 
at  least  neutralised  by  the  circumstances  that  in  the 
second  codicil,  which  contains  the  gift  of  the  town  lot  to 
the  appellant,  the  testator  has  expressly  declared  what 
parts  of  his  will  he  meant  to  revoke  by  that  codicil,  and 
does  not  revoke  the  direction  in  the  will,  that  the  appel- 
lant shall  have  a  competent  maintenance,  while  he  does 
in  terms  revoke  the  other  provisions  in  his  will;  and  in 
the  body  of  the  same  codicil  declares  in  express  words 
that  what  he  was  thereby  directing  ''  should  be  annexed 
as  a  codicil  to  his  will,  and  taken  as  part  thereof;"  that 
is,  as  a  part  of  the  will  as  it  will  stand  when  those  parts 
only  are  revoked  which  he  in  terms  revokes,  leaving  the 
unaltered  parts  and  the  codicils  to  be  read  together.  On 
thewhole,  I  should  think  the  case  afforded  no  room  what- 
ever for  doubt,  if  it  were  not  for  the  consideration  which 
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induced  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  to  disnuBa  the 
bill,  namely,  that  the  town  lot  devised  by  the  second 
codicil,iB  so  much  taken  from  the  residuary  estate  devised 
by  the  will  to  the  daughter,  out  of  which  alone  she  could 
be  called  upon  to  make  the  provision ;  and  that  the  ap- 
pellant therefore  cannot  have  both.  No  doubt  in  many 
eases  that  would  be  clearly  the  effect ;  and  it  might  be 
evident  upon  the  face  of  the  will,  that  it  would  be  un- 
just and  absurd  to  hold  otherwise ;  but  this  case,  know- 
ing no  more  of  it  than  we  do,  does  not  stand  before  us 
as  a  case  of  that  kind.  It  may,  or  may  not,  for  all  that 
appears,  be  reasonable  and  consistent,  that  the  daugh- 
ter should  afford  a  competent  provision  to  the  appel- 
lant, although  the  codicil  has  taken  this  town  lot  from 
her.  If  we  were  to  hold  that  the  two  cannot  stand  to- 
gether, then  we  must  hold,  that  if  the  testator  had,  by 
the  codicil,  given  the  minutest  portion  of  the  real  estate, 
or  any  trifling  article  of  personal  property,  to  the  appel- 
lant, (for  by  the  will  the  daughter  takes  the  residue  of 
both,)  she  must  give  up  all  claim  for  maintenance.  We 
do  not  find  that  the  cases  lay  down  any  such  principle  in 
the  abstract,  and  it  would  be  extraordinary  if  they  did, 
for  it  would  generally  run  counter  to  the  intention  of  the 
testator.  If  indeed  it  should  turn  out,  when  the  proper 
enquiry  comes  to  be  made,  that  the  town  lot  devised  by 
the  codicil,  goes  far  towards  supplying  a  competent  pro- 
vision; or  that  being  taken  away,  it  leaves  so  little  with 
the  residuary  devisee,  that  she  has  not  the  adequate 
means  which  the  will  contemplates,  of  complying  with 
the  direction  in  that  respect,  then  we  must  suppose  that 
upon  the  master's  report,  due  allowance  will  be  made  for 
the  facts  as  they  shall  appear ;  but  on  what  is  disclosed 
to  us,  we  do  not  think  that  the  codicil  deprives  the 
appellant  of  the  claim  to  a  competent  provision  under 
the  will,  in  measuring  which  it  would  no  doubt  be  right 
to  take  into  account  what  the  town  lot  in  question  can 
properly  be  reckoned  upon  for  supplying  towards  that 
purpose ;  a  provision  may  be  competent  with  it,  which 
would  not  be  competent  without  it ;  and  the  possession 
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of  that  property,  as  well  as  other  circumstances  of  the 
appellant,  are  to  be  taken  into  consideration  ;  for  it  is 
only  a  competent  provision,  all  things,  of  course,  con- 
sidered, which  the  appellant  can  claim.  The  will  and 
codicils  are  to  be  all  read  as  forming  the  testator's  will, 
and  the  effect  of  them  is,  to  give  certain  gifts  and 
benefits  to  others ;  and  to  his  daughter  what  remains 
after  his  directions  have  been  carried  into  effect. 

Following  the  course  taken  by  the  court  in  the  case 
of  Broad  v.  Beavan,  which  I  have  referred  to,  we  are  of 
opinon  that  the  decree  which  has  been  made  should  be 
reversed,  and  that  we  should  declare  that  the  appellant 
is  entitled  by  the  will  to  a  competent  provision,  to  be 
made  out  of  the  estate  devised  to  Jane  MiUer ;  that  the 
master  shaU  enquire  and  report  upon  the  condition  of 
the  appellant,  and  the  circumstances  of  the  estate,  as 
was  done  in  that  case,  with  a  view  to  such  order  being 
made  in  favour  of  the  appellant,  as  his  Honour  on  the 
master's  report  shall  find  to  be  most  just  and  convenient 
in  reference  to  all  the  facts  of  the  case. 
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IN  THE  EXECUTIVE  COUNCIL. 

[August  25,  26,  and  28, 1847. J 

[Before  the  Hon.  J.  B.  Robinson,  Chief  Justice  ;  the 
Hon.  J.  B.  Macaviay,  Ex.  C.  ;  and  the  Hon.  H.  J. 
BouUon,  Ex.  C] 

On  an  Appeal  from  the  Decision  op  His  Honour  thk  Vies- 
Chancellor  of  Upper  Canada. 


Between  John  Tobrancjb  and  William  Lunn,  Appel- 
lants, and  BoBEBT  Pileington  Crooks,  and  othersy 
Respondents. 

PracHc* — Supplemental  answer, 

A  bill  having  been  filed  against  trustees  and  executors,  residing  at 
Montreal,  in  the  province  of  Lower  Canada,  for  an  account  of  the 
estate  of  the  testator,  who  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  for  some 
years  previously,  had  been  domiciled  there;  the  trustee,  Ac., 
although  not  obliged  to  do  so,  had  appeared  to,  and  answered  the 
bill,  submitting  to  account,  &c.,  in  such  manner  as  the  court  should 
direct.  Afterwards,  and  before  any  evidence  had  been  taken,  they 
discovered  that  there  was  a  very  important  difference  as  to  tha 
responsibility  incurred  by  them  according  to  the  laws  of  Upper 
Canada,  and  what  they  would  have  incurred  according  to  the  laws 
of  Lower  Canada,  but  which  at  the  time  of  filing  their  answer  they 
were  not  aware  did  exist ;  they  then  moved  the  court,  upon  affidavits 
setting  forth  these  facts,  to  be  allowed  to  file  a  supplemental  answer 
for  the  purpose  of  stating  the  facts  of  foreign  domicile,  and  the  law 
of  Lower  Canada,  according  to  which  alone  they  had  always  acted. 
Held,  that  under  the  circumstances,  they  ought  to  be  allowed  to  file 
a  supplemental  answer,  for  the  purpose  of  placing  these  facts  upon 
the  pleadings  ;  and  held,  also,  that  although  the  effect  of  such  per- 
mission might  be  to  enable  the  parties  to  set  up  a  defence  of  the 
want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  courts  of  this  province,  to  interfere  in  tha 
subject  matter  of  the  suit,  still  that  was  not  any  objection  against 
it,  but  rather  a  reason  why  they  should  be  permitted  to  file  the 
supplemental  answer. 

Mr.  Nanton  and  Mr.  Mowat,  for  the  appellantB. 

Mr.  Esten,  for  the  respondents. 

Mr  Nanton,  in  reply. 

The  nature  of  the  case,  the  arguments  of  counsel,  and 
the  authorities  cited,  sufficiently  appear  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court. 
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Judgment, — Bobinbon,  C.J. — The  appeUants  com- 
plain of  an  order  of  his  Honour  the  Vice- Chancellor, 
rescinding  an  order  which  he  had  before  made,  giving 
leave  to  the  appellants  and  John  McKenzie,  who  was 
a  defendant  with  them  in  the  court  below,  to  file  a 
supplemental  answer  for  the  purpose  of  introducing 
upon  the  pleadings  certain  facts,  in  order  to  shew  that 
the  transactions  through  which  they  are  sought  to  be 
charged,  took  place  chiefly  in  Lower  Canada,  where 
the  appellants  were  and  are  domiciled,  and  where  the 
testator  whom  they  represent  also  was  domiciled  at  the 
time  of  his  death ;  and  that  they  are,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, only  liable  to  be  charged  according  to  the 
laws  of  that  country ;  and  that  in  point  of  fact,  those 
laws  differ  materially,  in  regard  to  the  subject  matter 
of  this  suit,  from  the  laws  of  Upper  Canada. 

The  effect  of  the  Vice-Chancellor  rescinding  the  order 
which  he  had  once  granted,  and  which  had  been  drawn 
up  and  passed,  but  not  entered,  is  to  deny  to  the  appel- 
lants an  opportunity  of  thus  amending  their  answer. 

The  appeal  does  not  turn  upon  any  question  of  juris- 
diction, but  the  subject  could  not  fail  to  be  adverted  to 
upon  the  argument,  and  it  was  more  or  less  discussed 
by  the  learned  counsel  on  both  sides. 

We  must  suppose  the  respondents  to  assume,  that  on 
some  ground  or  other  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Upper 
Canada  can  exercise  jurisdiction  and  give  relief  in  all 
the  matters  of  which  they  have  complained,  and  so  far 
as  the  cause  has  gone,  the  appellants  have  seemed  not 
unwilling  to  concede  that  they  may,  and  they  have 
seemed  to  content  themselves  with  maintaining,  that 
in  regard  to  their  execution  of  the  trust  committed  to 
them  by  their  testator,  the  courts  here,  in  proceeding  to 
control  them,  must  apply  the  law  of  Lower  Canada, 
upon  the  principle  of  lex  loci. 

Without  desiring  to  travel  out  of  the  subject  matter  of 
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this  appeal,  I  wish  to  be  understood,  that  on  whatever 
principles  it  may  have  been  assumed  that  the  Court  of 
Chancery  of  Upper  Canada,  can  exercise  a  jurisdiction 
in  regard  to  all  the  matters  stated  in  the  bill,  I  am  not 
of  opinion  that  the  standing  orders  of  the  court,  which 
were  referred  to  in  the  argument,  (the  63rd  and  164th, 
I  think,)  can  at  all  affect  the  question.  The  whole 
object  of  those  orders  evidently  is,  to  afford  facility  in 
bringing  absent  parties  before  the  court,  to  answer  in 
those  cases  over  which  the  court  can  legally  claim 
jurisdiction.  It  is  not  pretended  by  such  orders  to 
extend  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  any  objects  over 
which  its  control  would  not  otherwise  rightfully  extend. 

It  could  not  have  been  designed  to  give  them  that 
effect ;  and  if  it  had  been,  that  end,  it  is  plain,  could 
not  have  been  attained  by  them. 

If  the  jurisdiction  had  been  called  in  question,  or  if 
the  pleadings  were  such  as  necessarily  to  bring  the 
point  under  the  view  of  the  court,  then  I  conceive  the 
decision  of  it  would  not  have  been  affected  by  those 
orders,  which  could  clearly  not  confer  any  new  or 
enlarged  jurisdiction.  As  the  pleadings  in  their  present 
shape  do  not  state  the  case  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
call  upon  us  to  consider  the  question  of  jurisdiction, 
I  shall  say  no  more  at  this  time  upon  it. 

With  regard  to  the  point  of  practice  raised  by  the 
appeal,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  first  impression  of  his 
Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  the  correct  one,  and 
that  he  could  and  ought  to  have  allowed  the  supple- 
mental answer  to  be  filed. 

It  is  objected  as  one  reason  against  it,  that  it  would  in 
effect  be  opening  a  way  to  the  party  to  except  to  the 
jurisdiction,  after  he  has  acquiesced  in  it.  But  if  that 
effect  could  follow,  it  would,  I  think,  be  no  reason  against 
it,  but  the  contrary,  in  a  case  such  as  this  is  stated  to  be 
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in  the  appellants*  affidavits.  When  a  party  withdraws 
himself  and  his  property  from  the  country  in  which  he 
has  had  transactions  and  incurred  liabilities,  and  takes 
up  his  residence  m  England,  we  know  the  grounds  upon 
which  the  courts  of  equity  there,  having  him  within 
their  jurisdiction,  and  taking  upon  themselves  agere  in 
perftonam,  compel  him  to  do  what  good  conscience 
requires.  If  they  did  not  in  such  cases  take  cognisance 
of  equitable  claims  transitory  in  their  nature,  there 
would  frequently  be  no  remedy,  for  the  party  may  have 
left  his  own  country  expressly  for  the  purpose  of  evad- 
his  liabilities. 

Without  stopping  to  enquire  into  the  distinctions 
which  have  been  established  as  to  the  extent  of  the  juris- 
diction which  may  be  so  assumed,  it  is  obvious  that  in 
cases  of  that  nature,  and  in  cases  where  the  existence 
of  peculiar  local  jurisdiction,  in  England,  may  occasion 
difficulty,  the  interests  of  justice  are  concerned  in  hold- 
ing persons  strictly  to  the  necessity  of  excepting  at  the 
proper  time,  and  in  the  proper  manner ;  and  if  they 
do  not,  then  to  regard  them  as  having  waived  all 
question,  by  their  acquiescence. 

But  the  proposed  supplemental  answer  states  a  case 
of  a  different  kind ;  and  the  question  of  jurisdiction, 
which,  upon  some  points,  at  least,  of  the  respondents' 
case,  and  the  proposed  answer,  would  seem  capable  of 
being  raised,  would  be,  whether  the  court  is  not  asked 
to  interfere,  without  any  pretence  whatever,  in  a  mat- 
ter of  wholly  foreign  jurisdiction,  not  merely  as  regards 
the  subject  matter,  but  as  regards  the  persons  whom 
the  court  is  desired  to  control. 

I  refer  now  particularly  to  that  part  of  the  bill  which 
prays  relief,  as  it  is  sworn  in  the  affidavits,  against 
persons  who  have  been  always,  and  are  now  domiciled 
in  Lower  Canada,  and  prays  relief  against  them  in 
regard  to  an  administration  committed  to  them  by  the 
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proper  authority  of  that  country,  and  exercised  there 
upon  assets  within  Lower  Canada,  and  in  execution  of 
a  will  made  there,  and  hy  a  testator  domiciled  there 
at  the  time  of  his  death. 

Now,  without  saying  whether  such  statements  do  or  do 
not  certainly  shew  a  case  in  which  the  Court  of  Chancery 
of  Upper  Canada  has  no  pretence  for  interfering,  it  is 
clear,  I  think,  that  there  is  nothing  which  a  court  of 
justice  would  more  scrupulously  avoid,  than  medling 
in  any  case,  of  which  it  could  truly  he  said,  that  all 
they  might  assume  to  do  in  it  must  be  c(yram  non  jtuUce. 

They  would  be  helping  no  one  effectively  by  such  an 
interference,  but  might  be  creating  confusion  and  diffi- 
culty, and  no  court  would  suffer  itself  to  be  driven  with 
its  eyes  open  into  such  a  course ;  and  it  is  therefore  in 
my  opinion  no  objection  to  the  amendment  which  is 
asked,  that  it  may  lead  to  the  ascertainment  of  such 
facts  as  might  bring  the  jurisdiction  in  question ;  for  if  it 
is  surmised  that  there  is  really  an  objection  of  this 
vital  kind  to  the  court  interfering,  the  sooner  it  is 
brought  into  light  and  disposed  of  the  better. 

In  Penn  v.  Lord  Baltimore^  (a)  Lord  Hardtvicke 
observes,  "a  court  of  equity,  if  a  plain  defect  of  juris- 
diction appears  at  the  hearing,  will  no  more  make  a 
decree  than  where  a  plain  want  of  equity  appears.*' 
Upon  this  point  of  jurisdiction,  I  refer  to  Roberdeau  v. 
Rmis,  (b)  Lord  Cranttown  v.  Johnston,  (c) 

I  may  be  in  error  in  this  view  of  the  subject,  but  I 
certainly  consider  that  any  doubts  of  such  a  nature  as 
have  been  suggested  respecting  the  jurisdiction,  instead 
of  being  arguments  against  allowing  the  supplemental 
answer,  should  rather  have  weighed  with  the  court  to 
grant  it,  in  order  that  it  might  see  its  true  position  in  re- 
gard to  jurisdiction  without  delay ;  and  we  ought,  I  think, 

(a)  I  Ves.  Senr.  446.  (b)  i  Atk.  543. 

\c)  3  Ves.  Jr.  182. 
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to  lean  towards  facilitating  the  placing  upon  the  record 
the  alleged  facts  in  that  respect,  so  that  they  may  be 
preyed  or  disproved  in  an  open  and  formal  manner. 

With  regard  to  the  propriety  of  allowing  the  supple- 
mental answer  under  the  circumstances,  I  think  both 
reason  and  authority  are  strongly  in  support  of  it. 

The  case  has  been  very  ably  argued  on  both  sides, 
and  all  the  decisions  cited  that  the  industry  of  counsel 
could  discover.  The  current  of  authority  seems  to  me 
consistent  in  favour  of  allowing  the  supplemental 
answer,  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  desired  here. 

It  is  not  the  case  of  a  defendant  seeking  to  retract 
an  admission,  or  to  depart  from  a  statement  which  he 
has  made,  and  to  substitute  another  for  it,  when  it 
might  be  doubtful  whether  the  first  statement  or  the 
second  was  the  true  one.  The  application  is  not  only 
before  the  hearing,  but  before  evidence  taken. 

The  fact  of  foreign  domicile,  and  the  fact  of  what 
the  law  of  Upper  Canada  is  in  regard  to  the  rights 
and  duties  of  executors,  are  neither  of  them  points  in 
which  there  is  the  slightest  reason  for  apprehending 
that  the  appellants  can  deal  unfairly  with  the  respon- 
dents, or  the  court,  in  whatever  statement  they  may 
make. 

No  one  can  read  the  pleadings  as  they  stand,  with- 
.out  feeling  satisfied  what  the  fact  really  is,  in  regard  to 
the  domicile  of  the  testator,  and  of  these  appellants. 

The  extracts  of  correspondence  spread  out  on  the 
bill,  and  the  various  statements  in  it,  shew  plainly 
enough  to  the  apprehension  of  any  man,  that  the  tes- 
tator was  living  in  Montreal  for  many  years,  and 
carrying  on  large  business  there  up  to  the  time  of  his 
death,  and  it  is  just  as  plain  that  the  appellants  have 
been  also  all  domiciled  there  continuously. 
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There  can  be  no  imposition  desfgned  or  attempted  in 
respect  to  either  point ;  it  is  no  questionable  fact  that 
these  defendants  wish  to  place  upon  the  record,  the 
truth  of  which  may  be  known  only  to  themselves,  or 
which  they  have  it  in  their  power  to  distort  or  give  a 
false  appearance  to.  And  as  regards  the  law  of  Lower 
Canada,  there  can  be  no  misleading  by  the  appellants 
on  that  point. 

In  this  respect,  this  case  before  us  differs  from  those 
in  which  the  courts  have  refused  the  amendment.  The 
cases  of  Tidswell  v.  Bowyer,  (a)  Hemes  v.  Hewes,  (b) 
Nail  V.  Punter,  (c)  BeU  v.  Dunmore,  {d)  Dagly  v. 
Crump,  («)  Fulton  V.  Qilmore,  (/)  Swallow  v.  Day,  (g) 
Maggridge  v.  Hodgson,  (h)  Franldand  v.  Overend,  (%) 
all  tend  to  support  the  application,  the  last  mentioned 
case  strongly,  because  it  was  after  rule  to  pass  publi- 
cation, and  the  defendant  had  admitted  the  plaintiff's 
case  in  a  point  which,  by  ordinary  diligence  in  enquiry, 
he  could  readily  and  certainly  have  ascertained,  and 
yet  he  was  allowed  to  amend  his  answer,  and  deny 
what  he  had  admitted. 

I  have  looked  into  all  the  cases  referred  to,  and  I 
have  found  nothing  in  addition  to  them  worth  citing. 

I  consider  this  case  stronger  in  favour  of  the  appli- 
cation than  most  of  them. 

The  cases  relied  on  upon  the  other  side  do  not  seem 
to  me  to  be  any  of  them  such  as  should  lead  us  to  say . 
that  the  application  should  have  been  refused ;  a  rea- 
son for  refusing  is  obvious  in  all  of  them,  such  at 
could  not  be  truly  urged  here. 

In  McDougall  v.  Furrier ,  ( ? )  the  court  refused  the 


(a)  7  Sim.  64,  (6)  4  Sim.  i. 

{c)  4  Sim.  482.  {d)  7  Beav.  283. 

{e)  I  Dick,  35. 

(/)  9  Jurist,  I,  confirmed  oa  appeal,  (1845,  p.  265.) 
Q)  9  Jur.  805.  (h)  2  Ansi.  443. 

(i)  9  Sim.  365.  {j  )  4  Russ,  486. 
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amendment,  but  it  was  at  a  mach  later  stage  of  the  pro- 
eeedings.  I  conclude  that  the  suit  bound  no  greater 
interest  than  the  right  to  the  tithes  for  the  term  in  respect 
to  which  they  were  claimed.  If  it  could,  it  would  have 
seemed  more  consistent  with  justice  to  have  allowed  the 
amendment,  but  it  was  a  fair  matter  for  the  exercise  of 
the  Chancellor's  discretion  under  the  circumstances. 

Welh  v.  Wood,  (a)  there  the  amendment  was  refused 
but  the  defendant  wished  to  admit  a  fact  he  had  denied, 
and  he  did  not  satisfactorily  shew  why  he  had  made  the 
former  misstatement.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  however, 
stated  the  question  to  be  always  ''  one  for  the  discretion 
of  the  court  in  the  particular  case." 

Greenwood  v.  Atkinson,  (b)  where  it  was  also  refused, 
affords  no  argument  against  the  amendment  here,  but 
the  contrary ;  and  the  same,  I  think,  may  be  said  of 
Spurrier  y.  fitzgerald,  (c)  and  of  Curling  v.  the  Marquis 
of  Townsend,  (d) 

The  latter  case  was  much  relied  on  by  the  respondents, 
but  it  was  decided  partly  because  the  defendant  did  not 
shew  precisely  what  he  desired  to  insert  in  the  supple- 
mental answer  :  his  object,  besides,  was  to  retract  admis- 
sions deUberately  made ;  and  the  court  gave  as  another 
reason,  that  the  amendment  could  not  materially  alter 
what  the  court  would  do  in  the  case. 

Nevinson  v.  Stables,  {e)  when  carefully  examined, 
affords  no  ground  for  refusing  this  application.  It  was 
after  final  decree,  and  the  party  petitioned  for  a  re  hear- 
ing, which  the  Chancellor  said  could  only  upon  that 
evidence  result  in  the  same  decree  that  had  been  made. 
If  he  could  have  any  redress  in  that  case,  it  could  only 


(a)  lo  Ves.  401.  {b)  4  Sim.  34. 

(c)   6  Ves.  554.  (rf)  19  Ves.  628. 

(e)   4  Russ.  210. 
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be  by  a  bill  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  review,  for  the 
purpose  of  admitting  new  facts. 

The  principles  and  purposes  for  which  courts  of  law 
will  allow  parties  to  alter  their  pleadings,  are  in  the 
main  adhered  to  in  courts  of  equity,  and  what  was 
desired  in  Nevinson  t.  Stables^  would,  under  correspond- 
ing circumstances,  be  denied  at  law. 

But  at  law,  before  trial,  and  while  no  evidence  has 
been  heard,  great  facility  is  allowed  to  parties  so  to 
shape  their  pleadings  as  to  attain  the  ends  of  justice 
in  regard  to  the  substantial  points  in  the  cause. 

The  case  of  Hvber  v.  Steiner,  (a)  cited  by  Mr.  Nantorif 
is  a  proof  of  this,  and  the  language  of  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Tindal  has  a  strong  bearing  hear. 

In  courts  of  equity,  from  the  peculiar  nature  of  the 
proceeding,  the  object  being  to  allow  a  party  in  the  cause 
to  vary  his  own  statements  on  oath,  there  will  frequently 
occur  reasons  for  caution  which  would  not  apply  in 
regard  to  amendments  in  the  common  law  courts,  but 
where  there  is  no  room  under  the  circumstances  for  sus- 
picion, the  object  in  all  the  courts  must  be  the  same — ^to 
advance  the  ends  of  justice  by  allowing  the  case  to  rest 
on  its  real  merits,  and  to  be  decided  on  its  true  grounds. 

I  have  looked  carefully  into  the  late  case  of  Fulton  v. 
Oilmore,{b)  cited  by  the  respondents,  and  find  nothing 
in  it  that  has  a  strong  bearing  in  their  favour.  The 
amendment  there  was  allowed.  The  practice  on  this 
point  was  examined  at  some  length,  and  authorities 
compared  and  considered. 

The  case,  I  think,  on  the  whole,  supports  the  amend- 
ment here,  and  is  certainly  not  an  authority  to  be  relied 
on  as  decisive  on  the  other  side. 

(a)  4  Moore  &  Scott,  328.  (b)  i  Phillips,  527. 


TORRANCE  V.  CROOKS — 1847.  289 

I  do  not  indeed  see  how  it  could  be  expected,  that  a 
final  decree  could  be  made  in  tliis  case  without  refer- 
ence to  the  law  of  Lower  Canada,  and  to  the  fact  of 
foreign  domicile,  sufficiently  apparent  on  the  record 
(though  not  formally  and  precisely  brought  out)  to 
call  for  attention  and  enquiry,  unless  we  are  to  be 
reckless  as  to  the  bounds  of  our  jurisdiction,  and  in- 
different to  the  obligation  incumbent  upon  the  court 
to  apply  the  right  rule  of  law  according  to  the  facts  of 
the  case. 

I  refer  to  the  case  of  Potinger  v.  Wightman,  (a)  as 
shewing  with  what  scrupulous  care  courts  of  equity 
feel  it  proper  to  proceed,  in  directing  enquiry  into 
such  facts  as  are  indispensable  to  be  ascertained  before 
they  can  be  satisfied  of  the  grounds  on  which  they 
are  to  act.  Parken  v.  Whilby,  (b)  and  McCall  v. 
McOallf  (c)  are  in  point  to  shew,  when  taken  in  con- 
nexion with  the  statements  in  these  pleadings,  that  it 
must  be  incumbent  upon  the  court  to  see  all  doubts 
cleared  up  as  to  what  rule  of  law  is  to  be  applied  by 
them  in  deciding  between  these  parties. 

The  bill  discloses  plainly  enough  to  common  under- 
standing, that  the  appellants  are  attempted  to  be 
called  to  account  here  in  respect  to  a  trust  committed 
to  them  and  executed  by  them  in  a  foreign  country, 
from  which  they  have  never  departed,  and  to  the  laws 
of  which  they  are  amenable. 

If  that  fact  were  at  all  doubtful  upon  the  pleadings, 
it  is  fit  it  should  be  ascertained,  or  the  court  must  be 
acting  in  the  dark. 

It  has  not  been  questioned  that  an  appeal  lies  from 
such  an  order  as  this,  though  it  is  upon  an  application 
to  amend,  which  in  general  is  discretionary  with  the 
court,  and  is  admitted  to  be  clearly  so  in  England  in 
this  particular  instance. 

{b)  I  T.  &  R.  372. 


(a)  3  Mer.  67. 
(c)  2  C.  A  L.  184. 
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It  is  against  the  general  principle,  to  admit  of 
appeals  from  the  discretion  of  one  judge  or  court  to 
the  discretion  of  another ;  but  some  of  the  cases  cited 
shew  that  appeals  have  been  entertained  in  England 
from  orders  made  on  applications  of  this  nature,  and 
we  may  safely  assume  the  right  of  appeal  to  be  at 
least  as  clear  here. 

I  do  not  find,  on  a  comparison  of  the  answer  as  it 
now  stands  with  the  draft  of  the  supplemental  answer, 
that  it  is  desired  to  introduce  any  thing  more  than 
seems  necessary  for  fixing  attention  to  the  alleged 
facts  of  foreign  domicile  of  the  testator  and  of  the 
appellants,  and  of  the  justice  and  necessity  of  apply- 
ing the  lex  locif  which  is  averred  to  be  different  from 
the  law  of  this  province. 

It  was  urged  that  in  the  supplemental  answer,  the 
appellants  would  endea,vour.to  excuse  themselves  under 
the  law  of  Lower  Canada  for  neglects  and  omissions 
which  in  their  original  answer  they  have  denied,  but 
I  do  not  find  that  to  be  so  when  the  two  are  closely 
compared. 

On  the  whole,  I  think  there  are  important  and 
strong  reasons  for  allowing  the  amendment,  and  J  can 
see  no  objection  against  it.  Under  corresponding  cir- 
cumstances in  a  court  of  law,  it  would  in  such  a  stage 
of  the  cause  be  allowed  at  once. 

There  are  many  cases,  and  among  them  some  of  the 
most  recent,  in  which  the  defendant  has  been  allowed 
the  indulgence  when  the  circumstances  were  stronger 
against  it;  and  I  see  none  in  which  it  has  been  refused, 
unless  on  some  ground  that  does  not  exist  here. 

These  appellants  have  applied  in  an  early  stage  of  the 
proceedings;  they  are  not  asking  to  be  allowed  to  with- 
draw any  admission  made  by  them,  or  to  deny  any  former 
statement,  or  to  depart  from  any  line  of  defence  which 


TORRANCE  V.  CROOKS — 1847.  241 

they  had  set  up,  or  to  place  on  the  record  anything 
inconsistent  with  what  is  now  stated  there. 

What  they  wish  to  place  formally  and  distinctly  on 
the  record,  is  no  matter  of  which  a  knowledge  is  con- 
fined to  their  own  breasts,  and  upon  which  they  can 
intend  or  expect  to  mislead  the  court  by  false  infor- 
mation, or  disingenuous  concealment.  And  the  points 
which  the  amendment  would  bring  distinctly  into  view, 
are  only  points  on  which  the  court  for  its  own  sake 
would  find  it  necessary,  as  I  conceive,  to  see  that  all 
doubt  was  removed,  before  they  could  venture  to  make 
a  final  decree. 

Let  us  suppose  that  the  case  had  gone,  as  it  stands 
upon  the  bill  and  answer,  to  the  hearing,  and  that  it 
had  been  clearly  made  out,  that  the  appellants  have 
employed  in  their  own  business  large  sums  of  money 
of  the  estate,  for  which  they  admit  themselves  to  be 
under  the  circumstances  accountable  with  interest; 
and  suppose  that  the  rate  of  interest  in  Lower  Canada 
had  been  much  higher  than  that  of  this  province,  or 
much  lower,  can  we  avoid  seeing  that  the  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  would  at  once  have  had  to  determine  according 
to  which  rate  of  interest  the  appellants  should  account, 
and  that  it  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  internal 
evidence  in  the  bill  as  to  the  scene  of  these  transac- 
tions, if  he  had  assumed  that  it  was  according  to  the 
legal  interest  of  Upper  Canada  that  it  should  be  com- 
puted, can  we  say  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  could  have 
felt  clear  in  giving  such  a  direction  ?  and  yet  this 
point  of  the  rate  of  interest  might  be  a  very  minor 
consideration,  compared  with  some  that  might  present 
themselves  upon  the  hearing,  and  which  ought  to  be 
disposed  of  on  a  proper  application  of  the  principle  of 
lex  lociy  even  admitting  that  it  should  proceed  without 
any  inevitable  necessity  arising  for  looking  into  the 
question  of  jurisdiction. 

It  is  plain  to  me,  that  what  these  appellants  ask  for, 

16  I    E.  &  A. 
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is  nothing  more  than  is  most  desirable  should  be 
granted  on  public  grounds  affecting  the  court,  and  with 
a  view  to  preparing  the  way  for  a  right  determination 
of  the  case. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  the  order  appealed 
from  should  be  reversed,  and  that  the  appellants 
should  be  allowed  to  file  a  supplemental,  answer,  as 
they  had  been  permitted  to  do  by  the  second  order,  upon 
the  terms  of  paying  the  costs  which  may  be  occasioned 
by  the  amendments,  and  the  costs  of  the  application. 

Macaulay,  Ex.  C,  concurred  in  the  judgment  given 
by  the  Chief  Justice. 

BouLTON,  Ex.  C. — Not  being  aware  that  judgment 
would  be  particularly  desired  to  day,  I  have  not  come 
prepared  to  express  any  .decided  opinion  upon  the  case; 
but  as  the  Chief  Justice  is  ready  to  deliver  his  judg- 
ment, in  which  Mr.  Justice  Macaulay  coincides,)  I  do 
not  wish  judgment  postponed  on  my  account. 

I  entertain  no  doubt  but  that  the  law  of  Lower  Canada 
is  the  rule  by  which  the  executors,  who  reside  in  that 
part  of  the  province,  and  where  the  testator  lived  and 
died,  and  where  the  chief  part  of  the  estate  was  to  be 
administered,  must  be  held  to  account ;  and  the  only 
point  about  which  I  entertain  a  doubt  is,  the  mode  of 
introducing  that  law  to  the  notice  of  the  court  below. 
What  the  law  of  Lower  Canada  is,  as  applicable  to  the 
taking  the  accounts  in  this  case,  is  a  matter  of  fact  to 
be  made  out  in  evidence ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  it 
may  be  more  conveniently  done  by  reference  to  the 
master  than  to  make  it  a  question  at  the  hearing.  The 
defendants  in  the  court  below,  might  certainly  have  set 
up  the  domicile  of  the  testator  by  their  answers ;  bat 
even  then  the  law  of  that  domicile  would  have  been  the 
subject  of  examination  in  the  master's  oflSice,  to  govern 
the  facts  to  be  developed  there,  and  to  form  the  subject 
of  his  report. 
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In  Potinger  y.  WiyhtTnan,  (a)  the  decree  directed  an 
enquiry  before  the  master,  both  as  to  the  domicile  of  the 
intestate,  and  as  to  the  law  of  Guernsey,  where  he  was 
said  to  have  lived  and  died.  In  McGall  v.  McCaU,  (b) 
a  similar  enquiry  was  directed,  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
court.  I  do  not  mean  to  say,  that  upon  further  deli- 
beration I  might  not  have  concurred  in  the  opinion  ex- 
pressed by  the  Chief  Justice,  and  acquiesced  in  by  Mr. 
Justice  Macaulay  ;  at  present,  however,  I  incline  to  the 
opinion,  that  all  that  is  sought  for  by  the  supplemental 
answer  might  as  well  be  obtained  by  a  reference  to 
the  master  under  the  decree,  and  with  less  expense. 

With  regalrd  to  jurisdiction  :  as  the  defendants  have 
chosen  to  appear,  the  court  have,  doubtless,  full  power 
to  proceed  to  a  final  adjudication  :  how  it  can  be  en- 
forced, if  the  parties  to  be  acted  upon  are  really  resident 
in  Lower  Canada,  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court 
below,  is  another  question,  not  now  under  considera- 
tion. Had  the  defendants  refused  to  appear,  I  doubt 
very  much  the  power  of  the  Vice- Chancellor  to  have 
enforced  their  appearance. 

I 

With  regard  to  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  over  matters  rising  abroad,  it  may  safely 
be  laid  down  that  the  principle  upon  which  it  rests,  con- 
sists in  its  power  of  coercing  or  restraining  the  parties 
residing  within  its  jurisdiction  claiming  interest  in  such 
foreign  transactions.  If  the  parties  submit  themselves 
to  the  jm-isdiction  of  the  court,  by  appearing  to  its  pro- 
cess, they  may  undoubtedly  be  directed  by  the  court  as 
to  the  manner  in  which  they  shall  deal  with  matters 
in  which  they  are  interested  abroad.  The  subject  is 
clearly,  and  I  think  most  satisfactorily,  though  shortly 
treated,  in  Lord  Portarlington  v.  Soulby,  (c) 

In  this  case,  the  parties  having  appeared,  may  be 

[a]  3  Mer.  67.  (6)  2  Con.  &  Laws,  184. 

(c)  3  Milne  &  Keene,  104. 
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directed  to  account  for  the  estate  of  the  testator,  al- 
though every  thing  connected  with  it  may  have  taken 
place  in  Lower  Canada.  In  taking  such  account,  the 
laws  of  Lower  Canada  must  doubtless  be  the  rule  to 
guide  the  judgment  of  the  court  here.  If,  after  having 
appeared,  the  defendants  are  no  longer  found  in  Upper 
Canada,  no  process  from  Chancery  can  affect  them  or 
their  property  abroad  ;  and  should  they  possess  none 
here  liable  to  sequestration,  the  decree  will  be  abortive. 
If  found  here,  the  parties  may  be  imprisoned  until 
they  comply  with  the  behests  of  the  court. 


Mr.  Esten  then  asked  for  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  as 
the  granting  permission  to  file  a  supplemental  answer 
was  a  matter  of  indulgence  on  the  part  of  the  court :  and 
whether  or  not  the  defendants  in  the  court  below  would 
be  allowed  to  avail  themselves  of  the  supplemental 
answer,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  any  question  as  to  the 
jurisdiction,  they  having  in  their  original  answer  sub- 
mitted to  act  as  the  court  shall  direct,  and  by  their  sup- 
plemental answer  an  attempt  is  made  to  do  away  with 
that  submission  and  plead  to  the  jurisdiction.  The 
court  reserved  the  consideration  of  the  question  of  costs, 
and  the  following  note  on  both  points  has  since  the  ar- 
gument been  made  by  his  Lordship  the  Chief  Justice. 

A  discussion  arose  ifpon  the  course  which  it  might  be 
reasonable  to  take  with  regard  to  the  costs  of  the  ap- 
peal, the  respondents'  counsel  suggesting  that  their 
costs  of  the  appeal  should,  under  the  circumstances,  be 
also  paid  as  a  condition  of  obtaining  the  order.  The 
court  said  they  had  no  objection  to  reserve  the  point  for 
further  consideration,  but  they  did  not  think  they  could 
properly  vary  from  the  general  course  with  regard  to 
costs,  when  the  decree  or  order  appealed  from  is  reversed. 

That  the  court  were  not  now  granting  an  indulgence 
as  upon  the  first  application  for  it,  but  were  affording 
relief  against  an  order  taking  away  the  indulgence  after 
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it  had  been  granted,  and  as  the  court  now  think,  properly 
granted.  The  respondents,  it  may  be  reasonably  said, 
onght  to  have  submitted  to  the  order  which  the  Vice- 
Chancellor  had  made.  Their  creating  a  new  discussion 
about  it  was  unnecessary,  and  it  would  be  unreasonable 
to  throw  the  respondents*  costs  of  the  appeal  upon  the 
appellants  who  had  succeeded  in  the  appeal. 

Mr.  Esten,  on  behalf  of  the  respondents,  requested 
that  the  court  would  intimate  whether  the  appellants 
would  be  allowed  to  make  use  of  the  supplemental 
answer  for  the  purpose  of  raising  any  exception  to  the 
jurisdiction  which  they  could  not  have  taken  upon  the 
pleadings  as  they  before  stood. 

Per  Cur. — We  cannot  anticipate  what  course  the 
parties  may  imagine  to  be  opened  to  them  by  the  sup- 
plemental answer,  nor  what  thecourt*may  think  it  right 
to  do  upon  the  pleadings  as  they  will  then  stand,  either 
in  consequence  of  any  question  upon  the  point  of  juris- 
diction that  may  be  raised  by  the  parties,  or  of  their 
own  suggestion. 

The  effect  will  be  to  place  on  record  the  facts  of 
foreign  domincile,  and  of  the  particular  law  of  Lower 
Canada,  and  they  will  stand  then  as  if  they  had  been 
so  stated  in  the  original  answer,  though  the  original 
answer  will  remain  on  the  files  unaltered,  according  to 
the  modern  practice. 

The  appellants  have  not  asked  for  the  amendment 
for  any  other  purpose  than  to  open  the  way  to  them 
for  contending  that  they  are  entitled  to  have  the  law 
of  Lower  Canada  applied  to  the  question,  whether  they 
have  duly  administered  the  estate  or  not. 

If,however,they  should  hereafter  object  that  the  court 
has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  case,  and  it  would  be  an 
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answer  to  such  objection,  that  they  have  voluntarily 
appeared  and  answered  in  the  suit,  and  thus  submitted 
to  the  jurisdiction,  (supposing  the  fact  to  be  so),  then 
that  answer  to  the  objection  would  seem  to  be  as  avail- 
able to  the  plaintiffs  below  after  the  supplemental 
answer  as  before.  And  however  that  may  be,  the  facts 
of  foreign  domicile,  and  of  the  peculiar  law  of  Lower 
Canada,  if  it  does  differ  from  that  of  Upper  Canada  in 
the  particulars  alleged,  are  too  indispensable  to  the 
right  adjudication  of  the  case,  to  be  left  out  of  view. 


Street  v.  The  Commercial  Bank  op  Midland 
District. 

Mortgage — Priority — Registration. 

Where  a  party  held  a  mortgage  upon  lands,  and  the 
mortgagor  having  afterwards  become  indebted  to  the 
mortgagee  in  further  sum  of  money,conveyed  the  lands 
to  him  in  fee,  and  some  days  afterwards  the  grantee 
gave  the  mortagor  a  bond  to  re-convey  upon  payment 
of  the  whole  debt.  Held,  that  the  grantee  was  entitled 
to  hold  the  premises  as  a  security  for  the  whole  of  his 
debt,  as  against  a  mesne  incumbrance  which  had  been 
created  thereon  between  the  time  of  his  obtaining  the 
mortgage  and  the  conveyance  to  him  in  fee,  but  of  which 
he  had  not  been  notified  before  the  execution  of  the 
conveyance  under  which  he  claimed.  Held,  also,  that 
registration  is  not  notice  in  this  country. —  [Grant's  ch. 
Rep.  vol.  1,  p.  169 ;  but  see  stat.  13  &  14  Vic.  ch.  68, 
sec.  4 ;  Con.  Stats.  U.  C.  p.  894.] 


Hawkins  V.  Jarvis. 

Practice — Pro  confesso — 75/A  order. 

Held  J  per  Cur.,  {Esten,  V.  C.,  dissentiente,)  that  the 
practice  hitherto  pursued  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of 
confirming  the  master's  report,  when  the  account  had 
been  taken  exparte,2bndi  without  notice  to  the  defendant. 
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is  irregular ;  and  that  the  court  was  right  in  refusing  to 
confirm  the  report,  notwithstanding  that  had  been  the 
practice  ever  since  the  order  in  question  was  made —  [1 
Grant's  Ch.  Rep.  257.] 


The  Hoke  District  Mutual  Insurance   Company  v. 
Thompson. 

[Before  the  Hon.  J,  B,  Robinson,  Chief  Juatice ;  the 
Hon.  J,  B.  Macaulay,  Ex.  C.  ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
McLean ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Draper ;  and-the  Hon. 
Henry  John  Boulton,  Ex.  C:] 

On  an  Appkal  from  the  Dbcrbe  op  His  Honor  Vice- Chancellor 
Jameson. 


Mutual  Insurance  Company — Injunction — Company  electing  to  re-build 
rather  than  pay  insurance. 

According  to  one  of  the  conditions  in  a  policy  of  insurance  effected 
upon  a  dwelling-house,  the  company  in  case  of  loss  or  damage 
thereto,  were  to  have  the  option  of  making  good  such  loss  or  dam- 
age either  in  money,  accoraing  to  the  sum  insured,  or  by  re-build- 
ing, or  by  repairing  the  same,  according  to  the  circumstances. 
The  house  having  been  destroyed  by  fire,  the  company  instead  of 
paying  the  amount  insured,  elected  to  rebuild,  which  they  com« 
menced  doing  without  having  obtained  any  plan  of  the  house  des- 
troyed from  the  insured,  and  against  his  express  objection  to  their 
proceeding  :  in  erecting  the  new  structure  they  also  intentionally 
departed  from  what  was  known  to  be  a  feature  of  the  old  building, 
thereupon  the  insured  filed  a  bill  to  restrain  the  company  from 
proce:iding  to  erect  the  buildmg  in  the  defected  manner  pointed 
out ;  and  praying  that  the  company  might  be  decreed  specifically 
to  preform  the  condition  by  erecting  a  house  exactly,  or  at  least 
substantially,  corresponding  with  that  destroyed.  The  Vice-Chan- 
cellor  decr^d  the  relief  as  prayed  :  from  this  decree  the  company 
appealed,  and  on  argument  thereof  the  court  reversed  the  decree 
so  pronounced,  and  dismissed  the  bill ;  but,  under  the  circum- 
stances, without  costs. 

Statement — The  bill  in  the  court  below  was  filed  by 
Charles  Thompson  against  The  Home  District  Mutual 
Insurance  Company,  praying  under  the  circumstances 
therein  set  forth,  and  which  are  clearly  stated  in  the 
judgment,  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  company 
from  proceeding  with  the  re-building  of  a  house  which 
had  been  insured  by  them,  and  subsequently  destroyed 
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by  fire ;  and  also  for  a  specific  performance  of  the  con- 
dition embraced  in  the  policy,  giving  the  company  a 
right  to  rebuild,  they  having  elected  to  take  that  course. 

The  court  below  having  granted  the  relief  prayed, 
the  defendants  appealed  to  this  court. 

Mr.  Adam  Wilson  and  Mr.  Turner  for  the  appellants. 

Mr.  Esten  and  Mr.  McDonald,  for  the  respondent. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Robinson,  C.  J. — This  suit  arises  out  of  a  contract  of 
insurance  against  fire,  made  the  4th  of  April,  1845,  upon 
a  wooden  building  in  the  village  of  St.  Albans,  in  the 
township  ofWestGwillimbury,ownedby  the  respondent, 
and  occupied  by  one  Winch,  his  tenant,  as  a  tavern. 
The  sum  assured  on  the  building  was  ^550.  It  was  a 
condition  of  the  policy  that  the  interest  of  the  assured 
should  not  be  assigned  without  the  consent  of  the  com- 
pany in  writing ;  and  that  in  case  of  any  transfer  or 
termination  of  the  interest  of  the  assured,  either  by  sale 
or  otherwise  without  consent  the  policy  should  be  thence 
forth  void;  that  a  false  description  by  the  assured  of  the 
building  or  its  contents,  or  an  over- valuation,  should 
render  the  policy  absolutely  void  ;  that  the  company 
were  not  to  be  liable  for  any  loss  arising  from  the  use  of 
fire  in  buildings  unprovided  with  good  and  substantial 
stone  or  brick  chimneys  :  that  the  assured  should 
within  thirty  days  after  any  loss  deliver  a  particular 
account  of  such  loss  or  damage,  signed  with  his  hand, 
and  verified  by  his  oath,  stating  what  was  the  whole 
value  of  the  property  insured ;  and  that  all  fraud  or 
false  swearing  should  cause  a  forfeiture  of  all  claim  on 
the  insurers,  and  should  be  a  full  bar  to  all  remedies 
against  the  insurers,  on  the  policy  :  that  in  case  of  loss 
or  damage  upon  any  real  property,  it  should  be  optional 
with  the  company  to  pay  or  make  good  such  loss  or 
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damage,  either  in  money,  according  to  the  snm  insured, 
or  hy  re-building  such  real  property,  or  by  repairing  the 
same,  according  to  the  circumstances,  and  with  all  due 
diligence,  without  being  held  to  make  any  compensa- 
tion or  indemnification  to  the  assured  for  rent,  or  non- 
enjoyment  of  the  premises.  And  that  if  any  difference 
should  arise  with  respect  to  the  amount  of  any  claim 
for  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  and  no  fraud  suspected,  such 
difference  should  be  submitted  to  arbitrators  mutually 
chosen,  whose  award  should  be  conclusive. 

The  insurance  in  this  case  was  for  three  years  end- 
ing  the  4th  of  April,  1848. 

On  the  2nd  of  January,  1846,  the  respondent's  house 
was  destroyed  by  fire ;  and  on  his  claiming  the  £550 
assured  by  the  policy,  he  was  informed  by  the  appel- 
lants that  they  had  resolved  to  avail  themselves  of  the 
option  to  re-build,  which  they  had  ascertained  they 
could  do,  it  seems,  for  ^£484  10s. 

They  accordingly  on  the  8rd  of  March,  1846,  con- 
tracted with  two  builders  to  re-build  the  house  for  that 
sum.  On  the  25th  of  March,  1846,  the  respondent 
applied,  through  his  solicitor,  for  a  copy  of  the  plan, 
specifications,  and  dimensions  of  the  intended  build- 
ing, in  order  that  he  might  compare  the  same  with 
those  of  the  building  destroyed,  and  point  out  any  de- 
ficiency previous  to  its  erection. 

The  appellants,  it  seems,  communicated  the  specifi- 
cations at  a  verbal  interview;  and  on  the  18th  of  April 
the  respondent's  solicitors  referring  to  what  passed  at 
this  conversation,  expressed  their  disappointment  that 
the  appellants  were  persisting  to  carry  on  the  building 
under  the  present  specifications,  and  they  then  gave 
them  notice  in  writing  of  various  defects  in  the  build- 
ing which  they  were  putting  up,  and  that  it  was  their 
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intention  to  take  immediate  steps  to  compel  the  com- 
pany to  follow  the  plan  of  that  which  was  destroyed. 

The  appellants  then  proposed  that  the  respondent 
should  appoint  a  competent  person  to  act  with  another 
to  be  appointed  by  them,  in  examining  the  building 
then  in  progress,  in  order  to  be  governed  by  such  sug- 
gestions as  the  respondent  might  judge  to  be  necessary 
for  making  the  house  equal  in  value  to  the  one  burnt. 

The  solicitors  reply,  declining  that  proposition,  be- 
cause they  contended  it  would  be  improper  and  unsafe 
(as  they  had  before  stated)  to  erect  the  new  house  on 
the  old  cellar  walls,  which  were  left  standing ;  and  fur- 
ther, that  the  chimney  should  have  been  taken  down : 
and  they  insisted  that  the  timbers  of  the  frame  al- 
ready put  up  were  grossly  insufficient,  and  that  the 
house,  as  the  work  was  then  proceeding,  could  not  be 
rendered  substantially  like  the  one  burnt.  The  appel- 
lants were  assured  that  if  they  were  disposed  to  remove 
their  frame,  and  construct  a  building  substantially 
agreeing  with  the  one  destroyed,  the  respondent  would 
gladly  furnish  them  with  the  accurate  measurement  of 
the  old  building  for  their  guidance. 

On  the  1st  of  May,  1846,  the  appellants  offered  to 
submit  the  matters  in  difference  in  relation  to  this 
policy,  to  arbitrators,  to  be  chosen  in  accordance  with 
the  condition  in  the  policy. 

The  respondent's  solicitors  answered  that  they  could 
see  nothing  to  arbitrate  about;  that  they  could  not  re- 
commend to  the  respondent  to  accept  the  house  which 
was  being  built,  and  could  not  advise  him  to  refer  to 
arbitration  to  settle  the  amount  of  his  loss,  from  their 
building  an  inferior  house,  that  would  be  useless  to  him ; 
that  if  the  appellants  would  build  such  a  house  as  the  one 
burnt,  the  respondent  would  gladly  accept  it,  and  that  he 
was  prepared  to  furnish  the  accurate  dimensions  ;  but 
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that  until  the  present  contract  was  discontinued,  they 
could  see  nothing  to  arbitrate  upon. 

In  the  meantime,  on  the  27th  of  April,  1846,  the 
respondent  had  filed  a  bill  in  Chancery,  setting  out  his 
policy  of  assurance,  averring  his  interest  in  the  build- 
ing, and  its  destruction  by  fire,  and  that  the  appel- 
lants had  declared  their  option  to  re-build  ;  and  com- 
plaining that  without  giving  fair  notice  to  him,  and 
without  having  obtained  accurate  specifications  of  the 
former  house,  they  were  proceeding  to  build  one  in  its 
place,  in  every  respect  inferior  to  that  insured,  in  no 
respect  substantially  corresponding  with  it,  and  wholly 
unsuited  to  the  purposes  for  which  the  former  house 
had  been  used.  The  bill  then  specifies  a  variety  of 
imperfections  in  the  new  building,  and  prays  ^*  that 
the  company  having  elected  to  re-build  under  the  con- 
dition, may  be  decreed  specifically  to  perform  the  said 
condition,  by  erecting  upon  the  property  a  house  ex- 
actly, or  at  least  substantially,  corresponding  with  the 
one  insured,  and  may  be  restrained  from  allowing  the 
defects  pointed  out  to  continue  in  the  house  which 
they  were  proceeding  to  put  up.'' 

An  injunction  was  granted. 

The  appellants  object  in  their  answer,  that  the  re- 
spondent being  aware  of  a  by-law  of  the  appellants, 
(an  incorporated  company),  that  not  more  than  two- 
thirds  of  the  value  should  be  insured  on  any  building, 
did  falsely  state  in  his  proposal,  that  the  sum  which 
he  desired  to  insure  was  not  more  than  two-thirds  of 
the  value ;  that  he  did  not  within  thirty  days,  as  re- 
quired by  the  policy,  deliver  in  an  account  on  his  oath 
of  the  loss ;  that  respondent  had  alienated  or  agreed 
to  alienate  the  property  between  the  time  of  effecting 
the  policy  and  the  fire  ;  and  they  maintained  that  all 
these  are  causes  of  forfeiture  of  all  claim  under  the 
poUcy,  and  that  they  are  not  waived  by  the  appellants 
offering  to  re-build.  They  then  set  forth  the  specifica- 
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tions  of  Ihe  house  which  they  were  proceeding  to  re- 
boildy  and  aver  that  if  they  were  suffered  to  complete 
it,  as  they  were  proceeding  to  do,  it  would  be  a  better 
house  considerably  than  the  one  burnt. 

They  state  their  inability  to  put  up  a  house  corres- 
ponding in  all  respects  with  the  one  destroyed,  as  they 
have  no  exact  description  of  it ;  that  they  will  be  liable 
to  be  perpetually  impeded  by  objections  on  the  ground 
of  variances  which  would  be  founded  on  mere  opinion  ; 
that  they  could  not  remedy  what  the  f  espondent  com- 
plains of  as  defects,  without  pulling  down  the  house, 
and  forfeiting  their  contract  with  the  builders ;  and 
that  the  respondent's  proper  remedy  is  at  law,  for  any 
damages  he  may  claim  by  reason  of  any  insufficiency 
in  the  new  building. 

A  good  deal  of  evidence  was  taken  in  the  case  upon 
the  state,  condition  and  description  of  the  old  build- 
ing, and  of  the  new,  and  upon  the  points  involved  in 
the  pleadings  ;  and  on  the  Srd  of  February,  1848,  the 
Vice-chancellor  determined  that  the  appellants,  under 
the  conditions  of  the  policy  elected  to  re-build  con- 
formable to  the  said  condition,  and  had  therein  made 
default ;  and  that  the  appellants  were  bound  specific- 
ally to  perform  the  condition  by  re-building  the  house 
substantially  corresponding  with  that  destroyed,  and 
by  reinstating  respondent  therein  within  a  reasonable 
time,  with  liberty  to  appellants  to  apply  to  the  court 
in  case  of  respondent  refusing  to  afford  them  reason- 
able facilities  for  going  on  with  the  work ;  and  with 
liberty  to  the  respondent  to  apply  in  case  of  delay  or 
otherwise,  and  decreed  accordingly. 

The  injunction  was  continued,  and  it  was  referred  to 
the  master  to  set  a  value  by  way  of  occupation-rent  to 
be  paid  by  the  appellants  in  consequence  of  the  delay 
in  re-building.     The  appellants  to  pay  costs. 

The  defendants  appealed  against  this  decree,  assign* 
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ing  many  reasons,  the  principal  ground  being,  that  this 
is  not  a  case  in  which  a  court  of  equity  can,  or  rather  in 
which  it  ought,  according  to  the  established  course,  in 
such  cases,  to  entertain  a  suit  for  specific  performance. 

Besides  other  objections  in  addition  to  this  which  I 
have  already  noticed,  the  appellants  contend  that  the 
respondent  is  in  strictness  'confined  to  the  remedy  by 
arbitration,  under  the  terms  of  the  policy  ;  that  more- 
over it  appeared  by  the  respondent*s  own  evidence  that 
the  fire  was  occasioned  by  the  defective  state  of  the 
chimney,  and  the  loss  was  therefore  one  for  which 
according  to  an  express  condition  in  the  policy  the 
defendants  were  not  to  be  liable  ;  that  the  evidence  also 
shewed  that  the  respondent  was  aware  both  before  and 
after  obtaining  the  policy,  that  the  house  had  more 
than  once  taken  fire  from  that  very  defect  in  the  chim- 
ney, and  yet  did  not  commimicate  the  fact  to  the  appel- 
lants ;  and  that  although  the  appellants  not  being  aware 
of  these  facts  could  not  rely  upon  them  in  their  answer 
yet  when  they  came  out  on  the  respondent's  own  evidence, 
the  court  should  be  influenced  by  them  in  withholding 
their  interposition,  which  is  always  discretionary,  and 
should  leave  the  respondent  to  his  strict  remedy  at  law; 
that  the  persons  who  have  contracted  with  the  appel- 
lants to  put  up  the  new  building  of  which  the  defects  are 
complained  of,  should  have  been  made  parties  to  this 
suit ;  that  the  appellants  should  not  at  any  rate  have 
been  charged  with  an  occupation-rent  as  provided  by  the 
decree,  and  should  not  have  been  made  to  pay  costs ; 
and  that  the  Vice-Chancellor  improperly  rejected  an 
affidavit  made  by  the  respondent,  for  the  purpose  of 
shewing  his  loss,  and  which  the  appellants  offered  in 
evidence  in  order  to  prove  by  it  that  the  respondent  had 
on  oath  affirmed  £600  to  be  the  whole  value  of  the 
property  insured^  thereby  in  effect  admitted  that  he  had 
contravened  the  by-law  on  which  the  validity  of  his 
insurance  depends ;  and  which  provides  that  no  risk 
shall  be  taken  of  more  than  two-thirds  the  value  of 
the  property  insured. 
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The  appellants  in  the  argument  relied  on  all  these 
exceptions,  which  were  largely  discussed  on  hoth  sides ; 
hut  it  is  to  no  purpose  for  the  court  to  consider  them, 
until  an  opinion  has  been  first  formed  on  the  main 
ground,  which  denies  that  there  is  any  equity  on  the 
face  of  the  respondent's  bill ;  for  if  it  be  clear  that  the 
respondent  should  have  been  left  to  his  remedy  at  law 
on  the  policy,  that  inevitably  makes  an  end  of  the  case 
here. 

Considering  the  nature  of  the  policy,  and  of  the  risk 
insured  against,  it  is  an  unfortunate  and  rather  singular 
course  which  the  appellants  have  pursued  in  declaring 
an  option  to  re-build  rather  than  to  pay  the  sum 
insured.  They  have  made  it  a  regulation  that  they 
will  not  insure  upon  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  value 
of  any  building ;  and  it  would  seem  rather  inconsistent 
with  that  condition,  that  they  should  find  it  for  their 
interest  to  rebuild  when  there  has  been  a  total  loss. 

In  case  of  partial  damage  only,  it  might  be  otherwise. 
This  being  a  wooden  building,  partly  on  a  foundation  of 
wood,  and  very  liable  to  decay,  and  the  appellants  being 
bound  by  the  very  terms  of  the  policy  to  pay  only  the 
loss  actually  sustained  (not  exceeding  iE550)  and  not  the 
loss  according  to  the  respondent's  estimation  of  it,  they 
could  have  gone  to  a  jury  upon  the  question  of  the 
actual  value  at  the  time  of  the  fire,  which  it  would  seem 
would  have  given  them  all  the  protection  they  could 
desire. 

By  undertaking  to  re-build,  according  to  the  dimen- 
sions and  arrangements  of  the  old  house,  and  to  build  a 
house,  of  course  as  sufficient  in  point  of  strength  of  frame 
and  quality  of  materials  as  the  other,  they  would  seem  to 
be  binding  themselves  to  give  the  respondent  a  new  house 
of  the  same  description,  and  on  the  plan  of  the  one  burnt, 
which  had  been  in  actual  use  for  twelve  or  fourteen 
years,  as  a  country  tavern,  subject  of  course  to  be  greatly 
injured  by  the  natural  decay  of  the  materials,  and  by  the 
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wear  and  tear  arising  from  the  nature  of  the  occupa- 
tion of  it  as  a  tavern.  How  the  appellants  could 
expect  to  do  that,  not  only  for  less  than  the  cost  of 
building  the  former  house,  when  it  was  new,  but  for  less 
than  its  actual  value,  or  two-thirds  of  its  actual  value, 
in  its  decayed  state,  fourteen  years  afterwards,  it  is 
not  easy  to  understand. 

The  attempt  to  arrive  at  such  a  result  was  almost 
certain  to  give  rise  to  litigation,  and  it  has  placed  both 
parties  in  a  situation,  from  which  it  seems  impossible 
that  either  can  escape  without  considerable  loss'. 

The  first  question  that  occurs  is,  could  the  appellants 
properly  take  such  a  course,  and  thus  decline  to  pay  the 
loss  in  money , 'and  imdertake  to  reinstate  by  re-building. 
It  seems  inconsistent  with  their  by-law,  by  which  they 
have  provided  that  no  insurance  shall  be  effected  on  any 
building  to  the  amount  of  more  than  two-thirds  of  the 
value,  which  provision  the  respondent  also  clearly  had 
in  view  when  he  insured,  as  appears  by  his  application. 

But  what  is  more  material  in  a  legal  point  of  view, 
is,  that  the  exercising  an  option  to  re-build  seems  to 
be  at  variance  with  the  principle  and  provisions  of  the 
act  incorporating  the  company,  (a) 

How  can  it  be  made  compatible  with  the  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding to  which  the  company  is  restricted  by  the  10, 
12,  18,  14,  15  &  16th  clauses  of  the  statute,  by  which  a 
simple  method  is  provided  for  ascertaining  the  amount 
of  actual  loss  sustained  in  each  case,  and  a  remedy  is 
given  to  the  assured  for  recovering  it.  We  do  not  see 
how  the  deposit  notes,  of  the  insurers,  which  are  given, 
with  reference  to  what  the  company  may  be  obliged  to 
pay  as  the  amount  of  the  loss  sustained,  can  be  made  use 
of  for  procuring  funds  for  satisfying  a  collateral  contract 

(a)  6  Wm.  IV..  ch.  i8. 
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which  the  act  gives  the  company  no  power  to  enter  into ; 
nor  how  the  assessments  which  are  authorised  to  be 
imposed  for  one  purpose  could  be  imposed  for  another. 

We  should  have  to  determine  that  such  a  use  could 
be  made  of  the  statute,  before  we  could  support  a  decree 
which  compels  the  company  to  incur  the  expense  of  re- 
building, and  which  would  possibly  thiow  upon  them 
the  necessity  of  pulling  down  the  building  now  partly 
erected,  and  putting  up  another,  and  so  of  incurring  an 
expense  far  beyond  the  amount  insured,  and  in  respect 
of  which  alone  the  promissory  note  of  the  insured  was 
taken.  One  of  my  brothers  has  suggested  this  difficulty, 
which  seems  to  me  to  have  so  much  weight  in  it,  that 
for  my  own  part  I  should  on  that  ground  alone  decline 
affirming  the  decree  which  has  been  made  for  specific 
performance  of  an  undertaking  to  re-build,  for  by  doing 
BO  we  should  be  giving  a  sanction  to  this  method  of 
proceeding  by  the  company,  for  which  there  is  not  only 
no  warrant  in  the  act,  but  the  whole  system  of  pro- 
ceeding directed  by  the  act  seems  inconsistent  with  it. 

It  might  seem  hard  to  the  respondent  that  he  should 
fail  in  his  suit  in  equity  because  the  appellants  have 
pursued  an  unauthorised  course  in  which  he  was  never- 
theless willing  to  have  acquiesced,  and  would  have 
abided  by  it,  but  the  answer  to  that  is,  that  he  became 
a  member  of  the  company  by  his  insurance,  and  as 
such  equally  bound  with  the  other  members  to  know 
and  to  adhere  to  all  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  by 
which  the  6th  clause  of  the  act  declares, ''  he  shall  at  all 
times  be  concluded  and  bound  ;"  and  that  his  being 
willing  to  abide  by  the  company's  option  to  re-build  and 
anxious  to  hold  them  to  it,  cannot  make  it  right  for  a 
court  of  equity  to  direct  anything  to  be  done  which 
would  be  in  contravention  of  the  statute,  and  which  if 
done  generally  in  other  cases  as  well  as  in  this,  might 
tend  to  throw  the  affairs  of  this  company  into  confusion. 
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But  though  taking  this  view,  we  could  probably  not 
have  brought  ourselves  to  affirm  the  decree,  if  there 
had  been  no  other  ground  of  exception  to  it  than  this, 
yet  we  did  not  make  this  the  only  ground,  nor  the 
main  ground  of  our  judgment. 

We  have  considered  the  case  on  the  footing  on  which 
it  was  argued,  and  we  all  concur  in  the  opinion  that 
the  bill  should  have  been  dismissed  on  the  broad  ground 
that  a  court  of  equity  could  not  properly  compel  the 
appellants  to  re-build. 

I  can  see  nothing  in  this  case  to  distinguish  it  from 
those  in  which  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England  has 
constantly  declined  to  make  such  a  decree.  If  the 
appellants  had  at  once  paid  the  sum  insured,  and  the 
respondent  had  thereupon  contracted  with  a  builder  to 
erect  a  house  substantially  like  the  one  burnt,  the  in- 
convenience would  have  been  the  same  to  him  as  it  is 
now,  if  the  builder  had  either  done  nothing,  or  had  pro- 
ceeded to  build  a  house  inferior  to,  or  of  a  different 
description  from  the  one  he  engaged  to  build,  and  yet 
it  is  plain  that  a  court  of  equity  would  not  have  enter- 
tained a  bill  for  specific  performance  in  that  case. 
They  would  have  left  the  respondent  to  sue  upon  his 
contract,  and  if  he  must  have  a  building  such  as  he 
contracted  for,  they  would  have  told  him  that  he  could 
erect  it  himself,  and  recover  damages  against  the  con- 
tractor for  breach  of  his  agreement.  The  inconveniences 
of  a  court  of  equity  taking  upon  itself  to  see  a  contract 
of  that  kind  literally  carried  into  effect  are  so  obvious 
that  they  have  in  England  always  declined  undertaking 
it,  except  under  very  special  circumstances,  and  have 
left  the  party  to  his  action  at  law,  which  in  such  cases 
is  doubtless  the  best  remedy. 

I  find  no  case  that  would  warrant  this  decree.  From 
the  terms  of  it,  I  suppose,  it  was  probably  made  upon 
the  authority  of  titorer  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway 
17  I  E.  &  A. 
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Company  {a)  but  that  case  was  one  of  a  very  few  in 
which  from  particular  circumstances  the  court  felt 
compelled  to  entertain  the  bill,  because  it  was  evident 
a  court  of  law  could  give  no  adequate  redress. 
Franklyn  v.  Tuton  {b)  is  another,  where  the  reason  is 
equally  obvious. 

Wherever  this  point  is  treated  of,  the  same  six'  or 
seven  cases  are  collected  and  reviewed,  in  which  the 
court  of  Chancery  has  either  decreed  or  refused  to  de- 
cree specific  performahce  of  an  agreement  to  build.  I 
refer  to  Fonblanque's  Treatise  on  Equity,  B.  1,  ch.  8, 
sec.  9,  note ;  3  Swanston,  137,  note ;  2  Eden,  128,  note; 
and  to  the  Treatise  of  Mr.  Jeremy  on  Equity  Jurisdic- 
tion ;  also  the  City  of  London  v.  Nash,  [c)  I  have  not 
found  the  relief  granted  in  any  case  except  under  cir- 
cumstances which  make  such  case  clearly  an  exception 
to  the  acknowledged  general  rule,  upon  strong  and 
particular  grounds,  and  there  is  nothing  that  I  can 
see  in  the  present  case  to  afford  any  such  ground. 

It  can  neither  be  said  that  the  remedy  at  law  would 
not  be  adequate,  nor  that  the  building  to  be  put  up  is 
so  clearly  and  precisely  defined  that  there  could  be 
no  difficulty  in  enforcing  exact  performance. 

The  statute  6  Wm.  IV.  gives  power  expressly  to  the 
insured  to  bring  his  action  at  law  against  the  company, 
for  the  loss  or  damage  sustained,  so  that  upon  that  point 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  and  if  we  should  concede  that  be- 
cause the  appellants  declared  they  would  re-build,  they 
were  therefore  bound  to  re-build,  and  could  not  at  their 
pleasure  retract  and  pay  the  money,  still  the  question 
would  present  itself,  had  the  respondent  the  right  of 
action  for  not  re-building  ?  If  he  had  not,  that  would, 
on  general  principles,  be  a  reason  for  refusing  to  decree 

{a)  2  Y.  &  Col.  48.  (b)  5  Mad.  469. 

(c)  I  Ves.  Sr.  12,  and  the  note  to  Vesey's  Supplement,  page  15. 
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specific  performance,  for  it  has  been  held  (with  some 
exceptions)  to  be  a  rule,  that  the  defendant  must  have 
legally  bound  himself  to  do  that,  which  the  plaintiff 
desires  to  have  specifically  performed. 

If  on  the  other  hand  the  respondent  could  have 
brough  t  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  not  re-building, 
then  he  had  that  plain,  complete  and  adequate  remedy 
at  law  which  renders  it  unnecessary  that  he  should 
go  into  equity,  for  a  wrong  which  damages  would  fully 
compensate,  and  which  no  court  without  extreme  incon- 
venience could  undertake  in  any  other  way  to  redress. 

Building  agreements  and  contracts  to  do  work  of 
various  kinds,  such  as  clearing  lands,  making  roads 
and  other  personal  acts  of  that  kind,  are  matters  of 
daily  occurrence,  and  the  absence  of  suits  to  compel 
their  specific  performance,  when  we  know  that  the 
parties  in  innumerable  instances  disagree  about  the 
execution  of  them,  is  of  itself  conclusive  against  this 
suit.  The  course  1  take  to  be  clearly  against  suing  in 
equity,  unless  under  some  peculiar  circumstances, 
which  furnish  an  evident  reason  for  such  interference : 
as  where  a  building  is  intended  to  form  part  of  a  row  or 
squard,  and  the  contractor  by  persisting  obstinately  to 
build  in  disregard  of  the  agreement,  would  spoil  the 
main  design,  and  injure  othei  property;  or  when,  as  in 
Stover  V.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  the 
party  could  not  by  building  himself  procure  the  con- 
venience for  which  he  had  stipulated,  and  which  was 
necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of  his  property.  There  is 
nothing  of  this  kind  here.  The  tavern  to  be  built  is  an 
isolated  building;  there  is  merely  the  disadvantage 
which  there  must  be  in  all  such  cases,  of  the  house 
being  built  different  from  the  plan,  or  not  being  built 
well.  Then  as  to  the  requisite  of  some  thing  precise 
and  definite  to  work  by,  the  case  does  not  shew  any 
thing  that  could  be  taken  as  a  guide,  and  which  the  court 
could  compel  the  appellants  to  work  by.  The  evidence 
indeed  establishes  that  there  is  no  such  undisputed 


260  EBBOR   AND   APPEAL   REPORTS. 

plan  in  existence ;  the  house  is  no  longer  to  be  seen, 
and  no  plan  of  it  has  been  preserved.  If  the  appellants 
were  to  be  compelled  to  go  on,  the  very  next  thing  they 
might  do  might  raise  a  question  of  some  imputed  variance 
which  could  only  be  determined  by  the  recollection  of 
witnesses,  who  would  probably  differ  in  their  statements. 

Neither  these  mutual  insurance  companies  nor  the 
condition  of  an  option  to  re-build,  are  new  inventions, 
as  we  see  by  the  case  of  the  Sadler's  Company  v.  Bab- 
cock,  (a)  and  yet  we  can  find  no  instance  of  such  a  suit 
in  equity  as  the  present. 

The  policy  only  binds  the  appellants  to  pay  £550  in 
case  of  loss,  or  rather  to  pay  the  actual  loss,  not  ex- 
ceeding that  sum ;  the  option  to  re-build  is  a  privilege 
which  they  claim,  and  when  they  made  that  option, 
all  that  we  can  say  is,  that  they  were  to  proceed  at 
their  option  to  reinstate  the  assured  without  unneces- 
sary delay,  in  a  house  as  good  and  substantially  the 
same  as  the  one  destroyed.  If  they  trifled  with  him 
by  not  duly  re-building,  then  the  offer  to  re-build  not 
faithfully  acted  upon,  can  never  obstruct  his  remedy 
for  his  money,  the  payment  of  which  is  all  he  had  any 
right  to  suppose  he  could  compel  when  he  insured  his 
property.  For  delay  in  paying  the  money  the  law 
would  clearly  give  redress,  and  by  the  terms  of  the 
statute  the  insured  must  wait  six  months  after  obtaining 
judgment  before  he  can  take  out  execution ;  there  had 
been  therefore  no  extraordinary  delay  when  the 
respondent  filed  his  bill.  The  placing  a  house  upon  the 
respondent's  land  not  quite  so  good,  or  not  quite  like 
the  one  burned,  can  hardly  be  a  positive  damage,  in 
addition  to  the  delay  in  paying  the  money,  for  a 
wooden  house  in  a  village  can  without  difficulty  be  sold, 
and  the  building  removed  ;  and  if  the  leaving  it  there 
was  actually  a  damage  to  the  party  beyond  the  value 
of  the  materials  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  law 
would  afford  an  adequate  remedy  for  such  an  injury. 

(a)  2  Atk.  554. 
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It  is  shewn  that  the  appellants  have  expended  £200 
or  more  on  the  house  as  it  now  stands.  If  this  decree 
should  be  enforced,  then  according  to  the  respondent's 
witnesses,  the  house  must  be  pulled  down  and  another 
built  up  from  the  foundation.  Mr.  Kemp  says  :  "  If  I 
had  to  re-build  the  house.  I  would  not  go  on  with  the 
present  frame;  I  do  not  think  it  safe  ;  I  do  not  think 
it  would  stand.'*  Crocker  says  :  "  I  would  not  finish 
the  building ;  I  consider  it  unfit  for  a  tavern ;  I  would 
not  take  it  off  any  person's  hands."  It  is  unfit,  he 
says,  to  be  finished. 

If  this  be  true,  and  there  is  much  in  the  evidence  to 
shew,  that  the  building  could  not  be  made  in  all  re- 
spects like  the  former  without  taking  to  pieces  all  that 
has  been  done,  then  the  effect  of  the  decree  might  be 
to  compel  the  appellants  to  sink  all  or  the  greater  part 
of  what  had  been  already  spent,  and  to  spend  many 
hundreds  of  pounds  more,  in  attempting  to  build  an- 
other house  under  the  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, which  shall  correspond  with  the  house  burned,  of 
which  former  house  we  have  no  certain  description. 

If  there  was  an  exact  and  complete  specification  of 
the  building  to  be  put  up,  and  if  the  appellants  had 
covenanted  to  erect  such  an  one,  still  the  weight  of 
authority  would  be  against  entertaining  the  bill ;  but 
as  it  is,  I  consider  it  out  of  the  question  that  this  course 
can  be  taken. 

Contracts  of  insurance  are  strictissimi  juris,  and  the 
usual  course  is  to  leave  parties  to  the  legal  consequence 
of  their  undertakings.  I  see  instances  in  whicb  the 
Court  of  Chancery  has  been  resorted  to  for  compelling 
policies  to  be  given  up,  in  some  cases  where  fraud  has 
been  practised  ;  and  for  compelling  discovery  with  a 
view  to  protecting  parties  against  fraud ;  but  no  in- 
stance in  which  a  bill  has  been  filed  to  compel  a  party 
to  keep  the  engagement  to  which  he  is  bound  by  his 
policy,  or  by  any  express  legal  undertaking  subsidiary 
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to  it ;  and  it  is  peculiarly  proper  that  the  parties  shoold 
be  left  to  their  legal  remedies,  when,  as  in  this  case, 
exceptions  are  urged  to  the  claim  of  the  insured  on 
several  grounds,  deduced  from  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  the  policy,  and  the  alleged  conduct  of  the  insured. 

If  the  appellants  having  proceeded  as  far  as  they 
have  in  the  work,  had  themselves  discovered  some  fatal 
variance  in  the  plan,  or  some  defect  in  the  construc- 
tion, and  feeling  that  they  could  not  safely  proceed, 
had  stayed  their  hand,  I  do  not  think  that  they  could 
have  been  forced  either  to  finish  the  house  or  take  it 
down  and  build  another.  The  consequence,  I  think, 
would  be  that  they  would  be  liable  to  pay  the  insured 
as  much  at  least  as  if  they  had  done  nothing,  and 
must  take  their  chance  of  getting  any  thing  for  their 
building,  if  compulsion  must  be  resorted  to. 

The  proper  remedy,  and  the  only  one,  seems  to  be, 
by  an  action  on  the  policy,  but  it  appears  to  be  very 
desirable  that  the  parties  should  come  to  an  amicable 
compromise ;  for  judging  from  the  evidence  it  would 
be  most  imprudent  for  the  appellants  to  complete  the 
present  building,  and  more  equitable  and  advantage- 
ous for  both  parties,  perhaps,  that  the  building  should 
be  valued,  and  that  the  respondent  should  take  the 
difference  between  that  and  the  damage  he  is  entitled 
to  for  his  loss,  and  finish  the  house  as  he  pleases. 

Several  questions  were  raised  in  the  argument,  which  it 
is  npt  necessary  to  decide,  considering  the  view  we  take 
of  the  principal  question.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
if  the  evidence  shewed  that  the  respondent  had  allowed 
the  appellants  to  go  on  with  the  house  for  any  consider- 
able time,  apparently  acquiescing,  he  could  not,  after 
such  delay  and  acquiescence,  go  and  apply  for  an  injunc- 
tion. The  cases  which  Mr.  Turner  cited  on  the  point  are 
strong  and  very  reasonable ;  but  here  the  appellants 
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seem  to  have  proceeded  all  along  with  a  knowledge  that 
the  respondent  was  objecting  and  protesting,  and  re- 
quiring them  to  stop  till  he  had  seen  and  sanctioned  their 
plans.  So  that  there  would  not  be  a  clear  objection  on 
that  ground.  The  other  objection,  that  it  came  out  on 
the  respondent's  own  evidence,  and  was  then  first  known 
to  the  defendents  that  the  chimney  was  unsound  and 
unsafe,  and  had  endangered  the  house  before  and  after 
the  insurance,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  respondent,  and 
that  the  loss  of  the  house  at  last  was  owing  most  pro- 
bably to  that  very  defect ;  that  objection,  I  at  present 
think,  would  have  made  it  proper  to  withhold  the  de- 
cree that  was  made,  at  least  until  the  fact  had  been  en- 
quired into  ;  but  my  opinion  and  the  judgment  of  this 
court  proceeds  upon  the  ground  that  though  it  may  not 
be  beyond  the  power  it  is  against  the  course  of  equity  to 
enforce  an  agreement  to  build  unless  where  the  descrip- 
tion is  more  definite  and  certainly  pointed  out,  than  in 
this  case,  and  unless  also,  there  should  be  some  particu- 
lar reason,  such  as  we  do  not  find  in  this  evidence,  for 
holding  that  the  party  claiming  cannot  be  compen- 
sated in  damages  for  the  alleged  non-performance. 

We  think  the  injunction  should  have  been  dissolved 
by  his  Honour  the  Vice-Chancellor,  and  the  bill  dis- 
missed. Whether  with  costs  or  not  is  a  matter  to  be  con- 
sidered. My  own  inclination  is,  that  the  respondent 
having  brought  the  appellants  into  equity  upon  a  case  in 
which  equity  could  not  grant  the  relief  prayed,  consist- 
ently with  those  general  principles  which  govern  their 
proceedings,  he  ought  to  pay  the  appellants  their  costs 
of  opposing  his  bill ;  but  there  is  great  force  in  the  cir- 
cumstances that  the  appellants  improperly  departed 
from  the  terms  of  their  legislative  charter,  in  undertak- 
ing to  re-build  rather  than  pay  the  sum  insured  ;  that 
they  undertook  to  re-build  without  adequate  means  of 
knowing  the  precise  description  of  house  which  it  would 
be  necessary  for  them  to  put  up ;  that  they  persisted, 
though  early  warned,  in  a  course  which  was  certain  to 
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lead  to  difficulty,  and  that  tbey  ventured  intentionally 
and  expressly  to  depart  from  what  was  known  to  be  a 
feature  in  the  old  building,  without  the  assent  of  the  in- 
sured. These  facts,  it  may  be  urged,  fairly  exposed  them 
to  whatever  remedy  the  respondent  could  find  open  to 
him  for  stopping  their  proceedings ;  and  that  although 
he  may  have  mistaken  his  proper  remedy,  it  will  be  suf- 
ficient if  he  is  left  to  pay  his  own  costs  of  his  fruitless 
proceedings,  and  that  the  appellants  may  be  justly  left 
to  pay  their  costs  of  their  defence,  (a)  I  have  no  doubt 
that  the  court  may  in  their  discretion  act  upon  this  view 
of  what  is  equitable  under  the  circumstances.  I  appre- 
hend it  would  be  more  in  accordance  with  the  course 
usually  taken  to  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs,  when  it  is 
dismissed  upon  such  grounds  as  we  are  acting  upon  in 
the  present  case,  but  as  all  my  brothers,  I  understand, 
are  of  opinion  that  the  bill  should  merely  be  dismissed 
(that  is  without  costs)  our  judgment  is  to  that  effect. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  is,  that  the  decree 
of  His  Ronowr  the  Vice-Chancellor  be  re- 
versed, and  the  bill  dismissed  without  costs^ 


(a)  Vancouver  v.  Bliss,  ii  Ves.  458. 
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[Before  the  Hon.  Sir  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart ,  Chief 
Jtutice ;  the  Hon.  W.  H.  Draper^  C  J.,  C  P.  ; 
the  Hon.  Sir  J.  B.  Macaulay ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
Bams ;  the  Hon.  Vice-Chancellor  Spragge :  the  Hon.Mr. 
Justice  Richards,  and  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Hagarty.] 

[On  an  Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery  | 


Stanton  v.  McKinlay. 

Mortgage — Sale  with  right  to  re-purchase — nth  clause  of  Chancery  Act. 

In  November,  1834,  t^©  owner  of  land  conveyed  the  same  in  fee  for  the 
consideration  of  ;^Z59  12s.  6d.,  with  a  proviso  that  if  the  grantor 
during  his  natural  life,  or  his  heirs,  &c.,  in  one  year  after  his 
decease,  should  pay  that  sum  and  interest  to  the  grantee,  his  heirs. 
executors,  &c.,  the  conveyance  and  every  thing  therein  contained 
should  be  null  and  void.  In  August,  1835,  the  grantor  died  without 
having  ever  paid  any  portion  of  the  principal  or  interest,  and  his 
representatives  had  never  paid  any  portion  thereof.  Some  time 
between  1841  and  1845,  the  grantee  offered  the  heir-at-law  of  the 
grantor  to  re-convey  on  payment  of  principal  and  interest  then  due. 
(;^225),  but  which  offer  he  declined  to  accept,  stating  that  the  land 
was  not  worth  that  sum,  and  subsequently  went  to  reside  in  the 
United  States,  where  he  died,  having  some  time  previously  to  his 
death  conveyed  all  his  interest  in  the  land  to  W.  M-.,  who  died  in 
1849,  without  ever  having  registered  his  conveyance,  or  made  any 
claim  to  the  property,  or  seeking  to  redeem  it.  In  1856  the  heir  of 
W.  M.,  a  minor,  filed  a  bill  to  redeem  against  the  grantee,  and  his 
vendee  of  the  estate,  and  which  the  vendee  had  been  in  posses- 
sion of  since  the  time  of  his  purchase,  and  cleared  seventy  acres, 
and  made  other  improvement  to  the  value  of  about  ;f  600  or  ;f  700. 
On  appeal  this  court,  reversing  the  decree  of  the  court  below, 
refused  the  relief  asked,  and  dismissed  the  plaintiff's  bill  with 
costs. 

Statement. — The  bill  in  the  court  below  was  filed  by 
William  McKinlay,  an  infant,  by  his  next  friend, 
against  George  Stanton  and  Robert  Christie,  praying, 
under  the  circumstances  therein  stated,  and  which  are 
fully  set  forth  in  the  judgment  of  the  court,  that  the 
plaintiff  might  be  let  in  to  redeem  the  premises  in 
question,  upon  payment  to  the  defendant,  of  what, 
upon  taking  the  accounts,  should  be  found  due  to  the 
defendants.  On  the  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard  upon 
the  pleadings  and  evidence  before   the    Chancellor 


266  EBBOR  AND  APPEAL  REPORTS. 

[Blake]  and  the  two  Vice-Chancellors,  the  court, 
[Spraooe,  Y.  C.y  dissenting,]  made  a  decree  as  prayed, 
bat  charging  the  plaintiff  with  improvements. 

From  this  decree  the  defendants  appealed  for  the 
reasons  following : 

1.  Because  the  time  limited  by  the  indenture  of  21st 
November,  1884,  was  of  the  essence  of  the  contract, 
and  no  redemption  was  sought  within  that  period. 

2.  Because  the  circumstances  of  this  case  are  such, 
that  a  decree  for  redemption  would  work  injustice,  and 
that  under  the  act  for  establishing  the  Court  of  Chancery 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  a  decree  for  redemption. 

3.  Because  the  right  or  equity  of  redemption  was 
abandoned  by  Peter  Vanevery,  in  the  pleadings  named, 
through  whom  the  plaintiff  claims. 

4.  Because  the  conveyance  from  the  said  Peter  Van- 
every  to  William  McKinlay,  in  the  pleadings  named, 
was  void  for  maintenance  and  champerty. 

In  support  of  the  decree  the  respondents  assigned  as 
reasons : 

1.  That  no  such  irregularity  or  error  had  occurred 
in  the  proceedings  in  the  cause,  as  to  entitle  the 
appellants  or  either  of  them  to  reverse  the  said  decree. 

2.  That  the  respondent  is  entitled  to  redeem  the 
mortgaged  premises  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  as  in 
and  by  the  decree  declared,  and  that  it  would  be  in- 
equitable under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  to  afford 
the  said  appellants  any  relief  against  the  said  decree 
by  reversing  or  varying  the  same. 

On  the  appeal  coming  on  for  hearing, 
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Mr.  Boaf  appeared  fbr  the  appellants. 

Mr.  McDonald  and  Mr.  Barrett^  for  respondent. 

Judgment — Sir  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart. — This  is  a 
redemption  suit  for  one  hundred  acres  of  land,  in  the 
township  of  Flamboro'  West,north-half  of  one,  in  third 
concession.  The  defendant  Stanton  is  the  alleged  mort- 
gagee ;  and  the  defendant  Christie  is  in  possession  of 
the  property,  having  purchased  from  Stanton  as  the 
absolute  owner  of  the  fee,  paying  him,  as  it  appears, 
the  full  value  of  the  land,  and  having  made  large 
improvements  since  his  purchase. 

The  Court  of  Chancery  decreed  redemption,  on  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  and  interest ;  and  also  charging  the 
plaintiff  with  the  value  of  all  permanent  improvements 
made  upon  the  land. 

The  defendants  have  appealed  against  the  decree, 
contending  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  have  been 
admitted  to  redeem. 
• 

The  deed  to  Stanton  was  made  on  the  21st  Novem- 
ber, 1834,  by  one  Andrew  Vanevery^  who  then  owned 
the  land.  It  is  a  conveyance  of  the  fee  for  the  consid- 
eration of  £159  12s.  6d.,  acknowledged  to  have  been 
paid  to  the  grantor  by  the  grantee:  there  are  no 
recitals,  and  the  deed  is  in  the  common  form  of  a 
bargain  and  sale ;  but  it  contains  the  following  pro- 
viso, viz. :  **  That  if  tbe  said  Andretv  Vanevery, 
during  his  natural  life,  shall  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid, 
to  the  said  Oeorge  •  Stanton,  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
and. fifty-nine  pounds  twelve  shillings  and  sixpence, 
with  interest ;  then,  and  in  that  case  these  presents 
and  every  thing  herein  contained  shall  cease,  deter- 
mine, and  be  null  and  void :  and  if  the  said  Andrew 
Vanevery  during  his  natural  life,  as  aforesaid,  should 
not  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  George  Stanton, 
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his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  the 
said  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty-nine  pounds  twelve 
shillings  and  sixpence;  if  the  heirs,  executors,  or 
administrators  of  the  said  Andrew  VaneveryshdkVi  in  one 
year  from  the  time  of  his  demise  pay,  or  cause  to  be 
paid  to  the  said  George  Stanton,  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators  or  assigns,  the  aforesaid  sum  of  one 
liundred  and  fifty-nine  pounds  twelve  shillings  and  six- 
pence, with  interest,  then  these  presents,  and  every 
thing  herein  contained  shall  be  null  and  void,  anything 
therein  contained  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding." 

Andrew  Vanevery  died  on  the  1st  of  August,  1835, 
having  paid  nothing ;  and  neither  his  heirs,  executors, 
nor  administrators  have  paid  any  part  of  the  principal 
or  interest  mentioned  in  the  deed. 

Feter  Vanevery,  the  eldest  son  and  heir  of  Andretv 
Vanevery,  was  in  the  provincial  penitentiary,  under 
sentence  for  some  crime  of  which  he  had  been  con- 
victed after  his  father's  death,  either  in  the  same,  or 
the  following  year.  While  he  was  imprisoned  one. 
Muirhead,  to  whom  Stanton  had  given  a  lease  of  the 
property,  brought  an  action  of  ejectment  against  one 
Tulhch,  who  was  in  possession ;  whether  as  a  tres- 
passer, or  as  holding  from  Andrew  Vanevery,  or  from 
any  one  claiming  under  him,  does  not  appear  from  the 
evidence.  Judgment  was  recovered  in  December,  1886, 
and  possession  given  to  the  plaintiff  in  ejectment 
under  a  wi^it  of  habere  fadas.  In  1841  the  heir  of 
Andrew  Vanevery  returned  to  Flamboro',  his  term  of 
imprisonment  having  expired,  and  the  defendant — 
though  the  time  mentioned  in 'the  mortgage  had  ex- 
pired five  years  before — agreed  to  let  him  have  the 
land  if  he  would  pay  the  £159  12s.  6d.,  with  interest, 
which  came  then  to  about  £225.  The  evidence  is  not 
precise  as  to  the  time  when  this  offer  was  made  to 
him.  Two  of  his  sisters  were  examined  as  witnesses 
in  the  suit,  one  of  them  being  called  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  other,  called  by  the  defendants 
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and  according  to  their  account  it  must  have  been  some 
time  between  1841  and  1845  that  this  offer  was  made 
to  Peter  Vanevery.  When  he  found  the  amount  that 
he  would  have  to  pay  he  said  that  the  land  was  not 
worth  it,  and  declined  to  take  it.  He  afterwards  left 
Canada,  and  went  to  live  in  the  United  States,  and 
died  there,  having  at  some  time  before  his  death  made 
a  conveyance  of  all  his  estate  and  interest  in  this  land 
to  WiUiani  McKinlay,  father  of  the  plaintiff  in  this 
suit,  by  a  deed  dated  28rd  of  May,  1848,  for  a  consi- 
deration expressed  therein  of  4^100. 

Wiliuim  McKinlay  died  in  1849,  having  never  regis- 
tered his  conveyance,  nor  ever,  as  the  defendant  Stan- 
ton swears,  made  any  claim  to  the  property,  or  sought 
to  redeem  it. 

This  bill  to  redeem  was  filed  by  McKinhy's  heir,  a 
minor,  in  1856,  and  the  defendant  S^n^o/i  being  called 
as  a  witness  by  the  plaintiff,  swore  that  he  never  heard 
till  lately  before  the  bill  was  filed,  of  the  deed  made 
to  McKinlay. 

In  the  meantime  Stanton  having  continued  in  posses- 
sion of  the  property  since  1886,  sold  the  one  hundred 
acres  which  were  at  that  time  in  a  wholly  unimproved 
state,  to  the  defendant  Christiey  on  the  24th  of  October, 
1851,  for  Jb*407  10s.,  which  was  paid  part  down,  and  the 
residue,  i>272,  in  two  equal  instalments,  with  interest, 
in  November,  1852,  and  November,  1853.  Christie  en- 
tered into  possession  of  the  property  immediately 
upon  his  purchase,  has  cleared  seventy  acres  of  the 
land,  and  made  improvements  in  all  to  the  value  of 
from  j£600  to  JB700.  A  witness  who  has  lived  long  in 
that  part  of  the  country,  and  is  a  surveyor,  swore  that 
the  land  in  1887  was  not  worth  more  than  20s.  an  acre, 
which  would  shew  it  to  have  been  not  worth  nearly  as 
much  as  the  i>159  12s.  6d.  at  the  time  it  was  conveyed 
to  Mr.  Stanton  in  1834.     At  present  it  is  worth,  in  the 
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opinion  of  that  witness,  about  £5  an  acre,  exelusiye  of 
the  improvements  made  upon  it. 

It  did  not  appear  to  be  known  to  the  family  of 
Andrew  Vanevery  that  McKinlay  haA  obtained  a  deed 
from  Peter  Vanevery,  until  a  short  time  before  McKin- 
lay  died,  though  that  was  some  years  after  the  date  of 
the  deed.  And  when  he  was  told  by  two  of  Vanevery'$ 
daughters  that  he  bad  done  a  foolish  thing,  his  ans- 
wer was,  that  if  he  should  lose  the  suit  which  he  talked 
of  bringing  against  the  defendant  Stanton,  it  would  be 
no  loss  to  him,  as  Peter  Vanevery  had  furnished  him 
with  the  means  of  carrying  it  on. 

This  was  the  substance  of  the  evidence :  whether  the 
deed  made  by  Andrew  Vanevery  to  the  defendant  Stan- 
ton, in  November,  1884,  should  be  looked  upon  as  a 
mortgage  or  a  conveyance  with  liberty  to  re-purchase, 
it  is  clear  that  the  estate  had  become  absolute  at  law 
in  the  defendant  Stanton  in  August,  1836,  after  one 
year  had  elapsed  from  the  death  of  Andrew  Vanevery, 
The  11th  clause,  therefore,  of  the  7th  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  2, 
applies  to  this  case,  and  admitting  the  deed  to  be  a 
mortgage,  as  the  plaintiff  assumes  it  to  be,  that  clause 
gave  power  to  the  court  below  to  deal  with  the  rights 
and  claims  of  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  and  their 
respective  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
as  might  appear  just  and  reasonable  under  all  the 
circumstances  of  the  case. 

The  exercise  of  that  large  discretion,  however,  was 
made  subject  to  appeal,  and  we  are  called  upon  to  say 
whether  we  think  the  order  that  has  been  made  is  just 
and  reasonable  under  the  circumstances. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  reasons  which  are  set  forth 
in  the  statute  7  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  2,  as  having  led  to  the 
insertion  of  the  11th  clause,  apply  with  much  force  in 
this  case,  for  only  a  few  months  elapsed  between  the 
estate  becoming  absolute  at  law  in  Stanton,  in  August, 
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1886,  and  the  passing  of  the  statote  in  March,  1887, 
which  as  soon  as  the  Court  of  Chancery  was  organized 
under  it,  gave  to  Stanton  the  same  remedy  for  foreclos- 
ing (if  that  was  necessary  to  his  interests  from  the 
nature  of  the  transaction)  that  a  mortgagee  has  now  or 
had  at  any  time  in  England ;  he  cannot  therefore  be  said 
to  have  suffered  any  particular  disadvantage  as  mort- 
gagee, from  the  want  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction,  since 
hecould  hardly  have  foreclosed  under  any  circumstances 
before  March,  1887,  and  the  jurisdiction  was  provided 
early  enough  for  his  purpose.  iCthis  was  a  case,  there- 
fore, in  which  redemption  would  as  matter  of  course  be 
decreed  in  England  as  upon  a  mortgage,  it  would  be 
proper,  I  think,  to  make  the  same  order  here,  unless  we 
should  be  satisfied  that  a  court  in  England,  while  allow- 
ing redemption  in  such  a  case,  would  do  it  reluctantly, 
under  the  pressure  of  a  necessity  of  abiding  by  decided 
eases,  and  with  the  conviction  that  the  general  rules 
established  by  their  practice  would  operate  unjustly  or 
harshly  in  the  particular  case. 

If  this  should  appear  to  be  a  case  of  that  description, 
then  the  11th  clause,  which  was  so  much  discussed  in 
the  case  of  Simpson  v.  Smith,{a)  in  this  court,  enables  us 
to  deal  with  it  more  at  large  than  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery in  England  could  deal  with  a  similar  case,  and 
having  a  discretion  clearly  given  to  us  to  grant  or  to 
withhold  redemption,  we  need  not  throw  upon  the 
defendants  any  injustice  or  hardship  which  we  think 
could  be  avoided  without  leaving  the  plaintiff  to  suffer 
as  great  or  greater  injustice. 

So  many  years  have  now  elapsed  since  provision 
was  made  in  the  act  of  1887  for  the  exceptional  class 
of  cases,  that  it  is  probable  that  there  will  be  few  if 
any  more  occasions  for  exercising  the  discretion  given 
by  that  statute.  And  indeed,  I  look  upon  this  as  a 
case  in  which  such  a  course  as  may  appear  to  be  just 
can  well  be  taken  without  the  aid  of  that  statute. 

(a)  Ante  pp.  9, 172. 
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It  is  SO  much  out  of  the  common  course  for  a  creditor 
to  give  his  debtor  the  whole  of  his  life-time  to  pay  his 
debt^and  without  exacting  any  interest  to  be  paid  in  the 
meantime,  or  taking  from  him  an  express  agreement  to 
pay  the  principal  sum  at  any  time,  that  it  hardly  looked 
like  a  transaction  of  business,  though  the  broken  sum  of 
£159 12s.  6d.,  mentioned  inVanevfry's  deed,  would  seem 
to  have  been  founded  upon  some  calculation  growing 
out  of  an  actual  transaction  of  some  kind  which  has  not 
been  elicited  in  the  evidence.  The  explanation  given  on 
the  argument  before  us  was,  that  Stanton  had  married 
a  daughter  of  Andrew  Vanevery  ;  that  the  100  acres  of 
land  bad  been  mortgaged  by  Vanevery  to  some  other 
person ;  and  that  Vanevery  being  unable  to  redeem  it»it 
was  agreed  between  them,  that  if  Stanton  paid  o£f  the 
mortgage,  Vanevery  would  give  him  a  deed  of  the  land, 
and  that  if  he  should  re-pay  Stanton  at  any  time  while 
he  lived,  with  interest ;  or  if  his  heirs  or  personal  re- 
presentatives should  pay  it  within  a  year  after  his  death, 
the  land  should  be  ^iven  back.  This  statement  seemed 
to  be  acquiesced  in  by  the  other  side,  and  if  true,  it 
accounts  naturally  for  what  was  done.  If  Vanevery 
was  not  able  to  redeem  the  land,  and  his  son-in-law  was, 
and  this  at  a  time  when  there  were  no  means  of  enforc- 
ingan  equity  of  redemption,  unless  when  the  mortgagor 
was  in  possession,  and  the  mortgagee  was  driven  to  an 
ejectment,  it  might  naturally  suggest  itself  that  rather 
than  let  this  land  be  lost  to  the  family,  which  might 
increase  much  in  value  with  time,  it  would  be  well  that 
Stanton  should  pay  off  the  debt,  and  save  the  land;  and 
for  all  we  can  tell,  the  privilege  of  getting  back  the  land 
from  him  by  paying  him  back  his  money  advanced, with 
interest,  or  at  any  time  during  Van  every' s  life  or  within  a 
year  after  his  decease,  may  have  been  a  privilege  volun- 
tarily afforded  by  Stanton  in  favor  of  Vanereryf  when 
he  would  have  been  unwilling  to  interpose  in  order  to 
save  the  land  for  any  one  but  Vanevery,  or  his  heir  or 
devisee.  The  allowing  a  year  beyond  his  death  was  a 
reasonable  concession,  because  he  might  have  died  sud- 
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denly  without  redeeming,  although  he  might  have  re- 
solved to  do  so,  and  made  provision  for  it,  and  the 
giving  a  year  would  afford  time  to  carry  into  effect 
any  such  arrangement. 

We  have  no  question  here  about  the  reception  of  parol 
evidence,  or  of  a  deed  or  writing  executed  subsequent  to 
the  conveyance  made  to  the  plaintiff.  The  deed  itself 
discloses  the  case,  and  shews  the  estate  not  to  have  been 
conveyed  absolutely,  but  subject  to  condition ;  and, 
saying  nothing  at  present  of  the  statute  7  Wm.  IV.  ch. 
2,  the  question  is,  whether  it  is  most  reasonable  to  look 
upon  the  proviso  in  the  deed  §,s  constituting  a  mortgage 
with  all  its  ordinary  consequences,  or  as  conferring  a 
privilege  to  re-purchase  within  a  certain  time.  The 
case  nearest  to  the  present  in  its  circumstances,is  that 
cited  of  Newcomh  v.  Bonham,  {a)  of  which  the  facts  are 
more  particularly  stated  in  the  report  by  Freeman,  (b) 
There  the  deed  was  absolute  on  the  face  of  it,  but  by 
another  deed  executed  at  the  same  time,  the  grantee 
covenanted  that  he  would  re-convey  the  land  if  the  gran- 
tor should  re-pay  the  consideration  money — ±*  1,000 — 
with  interest  during  his  life-time.  It  would  make  no  dif- 
ference in  the  view  of  a  court  of  equity  that  the  covenant 
to  re-convey  was  given  in  a  separate  instrument  exe- 
cuted at  the  same  time.  All  would  be  looked  upon  as 
one  transaction,  as  much  as  if  such  an  engagement  to 
re-convey  had  appeared  in  the  same  deed.  After  the 
death  of  the  grantor,  who  had  not  availed  himself  of  the 
privilege  given  by  the  second  deed,  the  heir  applied  to 
redeem,  and  the  Lord  Chancellor  decreed  redemption, 
which  Freeman  observes  was  thought  hard  at  the  bar, 
because  the  second  deed  contained  an  express  declara- 
tion that  if  Newcomb  did  not  pay  the  £1,000  in  his  life, 
neither  his  heir,  nor  any  person  after  him  should  have 
any  equity  of  redemption.  The  case  was  afterwards 
re-heard,  however,  before  the  Lord  Keeper,  who  held 

(a)  ist  Vern.  7,  214,  232.  {b)  2  Free.  67. 

18  iB.    &    A. 
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that  there  should  be  no  redemption,  and  dismissed  the 
bill  ;  and  Ventris  adds,  in  a  note  to  his  report  of  the 
case,  {a)  that  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Keeper  dis- 
missing the  bill  was  afterwards  affirmed  in  parliament. 

There  were  circumstances  in  that  case  in  favour  of 
the  holder  of  the  estate,  which  do  not  exist  in  the 
present  case ;  and,  on  the  other  hand,  there  are  cir- 
cumstances peculiar  to  this  case,  which  make  strongly 
against  the  right  to  redeem. 

I  think  nothing  in  a  court  of  equity  would  turn  upon 
the  fact  of  there  being  negative  words  used  in  Newcomb 
V.  Bonham,  declaring  that  unless  Newcomb  should  pay 
the  £1,000  in  his  life-time  there  should  be  no  redemp- 
tion, for  wherever  there  would  clearly  be  a  clear  equity 
of  redemption  without  these  words  no  attention  is 
paid  to  them  in  equity. 

The  case  of  Floyer  v.  Lavington  (b)  was  one  similar 
to  the  present  in  its  main  features,  for  there,  as  well 
as  here,  the  party  conveying  a  rent-charge  was  to  have 
it  back  in  case  he  should  re-pay  the  consideration, 
with  interest,  at  any  time  during  his  life-time.  The 
heir  sought  to  redeem  the  rent-charge.  The  condition 
for  redemption  was,  as  in  this  case  before  us,  contained 
in  the  same  deed  which  transferred  the  rent-charge, 
and  it  was  insisted  that  it  was  a  plain  mortgage  ;  that 
the  clause  restricting  the  redemption  to  the  life  of  the 
mortgagor  was  of  no  force,  for  that  an  estate  once  re- 
deemable can  not  be  rendered  irredeemable  by  any 
words  or  agreement  made  at  the  same  time. 

There  a  very  long  time  had  elapsed  before  any  effort 
was  made  to  redeem,  much  longer  than  in  the  case  be- 
fore us,  and  there  were  several  other  circumstances  which 
were  peculiar  to  the  case.  The  Lord  Chancellor  would 
not  allow  redemption,  saying  that  several  circumstances 

(a)  2  Ventris,  364.  (6)   i  P.  Wms.  268. 
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concurred  which,  though  each  of  them  singly  might  not 
be  of  force  to  bar  the  redemption,  yet,  all  of  them, 
together  were  strong  enough  to  prevail  over  it ;  and  he 
remarked  that  the  mortgagee  seemed  to  have  allowed  a 
consideration  for  the  purchasing  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion after  the  death  of  the  mortgagor,  and  he  specified 
several  circumstances  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  mort- 
gagee in  the  transaction,  which  seemed  to  render  it 
reasonable  that  he  should  stipulate  for  holding  the  mort- 
gage discharged  from  any  equitable  right  if  the  mort- 
gagor should  not  choose  to  redeem  during  his  life-time. 
He  noticed  that  the  mortgagor  was  not  bound  to  pay  the 
naoneyby  any  covenant ;  but  the  mortgagee  had  merely 
left  it  at  his  option  whether  he  would  redeem  or  not  ; 
and  that  there  could  be  no  reasoa  given  why  such  a  con- 
tingent right  of  redemption  might  not  upon  fair  and 
reasonable  terms  be  purchased. 

So  in  the  present  case,  if  this  had  been  a  mortgage 
given  to  secure  apre-existing  debt,  we  should  have  found 
in  it  some  express  covenant  to  pay  the  debt,  and  to  pay 
the  interest  half-yearly,  or  yearly,  and  so,  Si\so,ii  Stanton 
had  lent  the  money  to  enable  Vanecery  to  pay  the  mort- 
gage, and  was  looking  for  re-payment.  According  to  all 
the  evidence  no  one  would  have  regarded  thelOO  acres  of 
land  in  1834  as  good  security  for  a  debt  of  £159,  to  say 
nothing  of  accruing  interest,  for  it  was  not  at  the  time 
worth  nearly  the  amount,  though  any  one  might  have 
taken  it  as  security  for  a  pre-existing  debt,  so  far  as  it 
would  go.  But  the  defendant,  rather  than  Vanevery 
should  lose  the  land,  and  it  should  be  gone  altogether, 
without  the  chance  of  benefit  to  either  of  them,  from  a 
probable  rise  in  value,  as  the  country  around  it  should 
become  cleared,  and  people  might  be  willing  to  run  the 
risk  of  paying  off  the  old  mortgage,  took  the  place  of 
Stanton  as  owner  of  the  laiid,  upon  the  understanding 
that  if  neither  Vanevery  nor  his  executors  should 
redeem  the  land  till  a  year  had  elapsed  after  the  death 
of  Vanevery y  then  the  land  should  be  absolutely  his. 
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Properly  speaking,  there  was  no  debt  or  loan  in  the 
case.  Vanevery  did  not  become  a  debtor  to  Stanton 
by  the  transaction ;  but  had  merely  an  option  reserved 
to  him  which  he  did  not  exercise. 

We  should  lay  little  stress,  I  think  upon  the  eject- 
ment, because  Feter  Vanevery  was  then  a  prisoner  in 
close  custody,  and  may  have  heard  nothing  of  the  suit 
before  judgment,  though,  if  it  be  true,  as  the  witnesses 
state,  that  he  was  imprisoned  under  sentence  for  a  long 
term,  the  probability  is  that  his  attainder  was  for  some 
felony,  which  may  have  induced  a  forfeiture.  But  at 
any  rate  he  regained  his  liberty,  while  the  lot  was  yei 
unimproved ;  and  a  considerable  tiine  after  the  estate 
had  become  absolute  at  law,  he  was  told  that  he  might 
still  have  back  the  land,  if  he  would  re-pay  the  money 
with  interest,  which  Stanton  had  given  for  it.  He  re- 
fused this,  not  asking  for  the  indulgence  of  further 
time,  but  upon  the  consideration  that  the  land  was  not 
worth  as  much  as  he  would  have  to  pay.  That  surely, 
looking  at  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  well  warranted 
Stanton  in  looking  upon  the  property  as  absolutely  his, 
and  dealing  with  it  eight  or  nine  years  afterwards  as  if 
he  were  the  owner,  by  selling  it  to  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
for  value.  I  should  have  hesitated  to  allow  Peter  Van- 
every himself  to  come  so  many  years  afterwards  to 
redeem  against  Stanton,  if  he  had  gone  in  the  mean- 
time into  possession  of  the  land,  and  made  large  improve- 
ments. And  the  claim  for  redemption  comes  under  no 
more  favourable  circumstances,  when  it  is  advanced  by 
the  heir  of  a  person  who  took  a  conveyance  of  Pet^r 
Vanevery' 8  right ;  which  he  seemed  always  to  have  kept 
secret,  though  he  lived  several  years  afterwards,  and 
when  there  is  much  reason  to  doubt  from  the  evidence 
whether  he  gave  any  consideration  whatever  for  what 
he  now  advances  as  his  equity  of  redemption. 

If  it  were  a  clear  equity  of  redemption,  it  would  not 
signify  how  easy  the  terms  were  on  which  he  obtained 
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it ;  but  in  such  a  case  as  this  is,  the  apparent  nature  of 
the  assignment  as  between  Peter  Vanevery  and  IVilliajn 
McKinlay,  his  brother-in-law,  is  a  circumstance  to 
which  some  weight,  I  think,  may  properly  be  given. 
According  to  the  evidence,  Christie,  who  gave  i>407 
10s.  for  the  land,  has  expended  ^600  or  more  upon  it, 
and  it  has  long  been  his  home.  It  would  be  hard  and 
unjust,  I  think,  that  he  should  be  made  to  give  way  to 
McKinlay's  heir,  claiming  under  an  assignment  of 
Buch  a  nature,  made  by  Peter  Vanevt'ry,  after  he  had 
deliberately  waived  his  privilege  of  redeeming,  or,  as  I 
think  it  more  just  to  call  it  under  the  facts  of  this 
case,  had  renounced  the  privilege  of  re-purchasing. 

Besides  the  cases  I  have  mentioned,  I  refer  to  Miller 
V.  Lees,  {a)  Howard  v.  Harris,  (b)  Nicholson  v.  Hooper, 
(c)  and  Williams  v.  Owen,  (d)  and  to  Littleton,  292  a, 
note  9  ;  and  to  2  Fonblanque  on  Equity,  262. 

On  the  whole  it  seems  to  me  that  the  land  was  not 
taken  by  the  defendant  Stanton  as  security  for  a  debt ; 
nor  understood  to  be  so  between  him  and  Vanevery,  but 
that  he  consented  to  take  the  land  and  relieve  Vanevery 
from  the  debt,  though  at  the  time  he  did  this  the  land 
was  not  nearly  worth  the  money  he  advanced.  That  we 
should  look  upon  him  as  doing  this  partly  perhaps  to 
oblige  Fa/iercrt/,  and  partly  under  the  expectation  that  at 
some  future  day  the  land  might  so  rise  in  value  as  to 
leave  him  not  a  loser,  but  possibly  a  gainer  to  a  con- 
siderable extent. 

Having  no  claim  which  he  could  at  any  time  or  un- 
der any  circumstances,  enforce  against  Vanevery  to 
re-pay  him  the  money,  he  afforded  him  nevertheless 
an  opportunity  to  resume  his  position  as  owner,  if  he 
should  desire  to  do  so  at  any  time  while  he  lived,  and 

(a)  2  Atk.  494.  (b)  I  Vern.  191. 

(r)  4  Milne  &  Craig,  179.  (d)  Milne  &  Craig,  303. 
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allowed  his  representatives  a  year  after  his  death  to 
make  the  same  option  if  they  thought  it  would  be  any 
advantage  to  the  estate.    . 

After  the  option  to  take  back  the  land  was  not  only 
not  used,  but  was  positively  declined,  long  after  the 
last  day  limited,  my  opinion  is,  that  it  would  scarcely 
have  been  right  to  allow  redemption,  even  if  Stanton 
had  continued  to  hold  the  land  in  an  unimproved  state  ; 
but  when  it  cannot  be  done  without  disturbing  a  pur- 
chaser for  full  value,  who  has  made  large  improve- 
ments, and  who  did  not  acquire  the  land  till  many 
years  after  the  heir  had  refused  to  take  it  back,  I  think 
it  should  certainly  not  be  allowed  in  view  of  that  pro- 
vision in  the  statute  7  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  2,  which  gives  us 
so  large  a  discretion.  It  is  true  that  the  decree  would 
give  to  the  defendant  Christie  the  value  of  his  improve- 
ments, but  that  would  not  compensate  him  for  being 
turned  off  the  place  on  which  he  has  lived  for  many 
years,  and  for  which  he  gave  more  than  £400. 

I  think  the  decree  should  be  reversed,  and  the  bill 
dismissed  with  costs. 
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[Before  the  Hon.  Sir  J.  B,  Robinson^  Bart.,  Chief 
Justice  ;  the  Hon,  William  Hume  Blake,  Chancellor  ;  * 
the  Hon.  William  Henry  Draper  C.  B.,  Chief  Justice 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas ;  the  Hon  Mr.  Justice 
McLean;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Burns ;  the  Hon.  Vice- 
Chancellor  Spragge  ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Richards  ; 
and  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Hagarty.  *] 

On  an  Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas. 


The  Municipality  of  Berlin  v.  Grange. 

Assessment — Non  resident — Action  for  taxes — Pleading. 

A  non-resident  owner  of  lands  in  a  municipality  is  not  liable  to  be 
proceeded  against  by  action  for  the  recovery  of  rates  imposed  in 
resj)ect  of  such  lands,  unless  it  be  averred  and  proved  that  the 
owner  had  personally  or  in  writing  informed  the  assessor  that  he 
owned  the  prop)erty.  and  desired  to  be  assessed  therefor  ;  and  the 
omission  of  the  declaration  to  aver  such  request,  is  not  cured  by 
the  defendants  sufifering  judgment  to  go  by  default. 

Statement. — The  action  in  the  court  below  was  institut- 
ed to  compel  the  payment  of  certain  taxes  levied  upon 
the  defendant,  in  respect  of  some  unoccupied  lands 
owned  by  him  in  the  village  of  Berlin.  The  court 
below  had  awarded  a  z^enire  de  novo,  on  the  ground  of 
the  first  count  being  bad,  although  the  court  were  of 
opinion  that  the  second  count  was  good. 

The  declaration  stated  that  at  the  time  of  the  property 
being  assessed,  the  defendant  was  resident  without  the 
limits  of  the  village  of  Berlin,  to  wit,  at  Guelph,  in  the 
county  of  Wellington,  (a  different  county  from  that 
within  which  Berlin  is  situated,)  and  was  therefore  rated 
as  a  non-resident  by  the  assessors  for  Berlin  on  their 
assessment  roll,  and  entered  upon  the  assessor's  roll  for 
the  annual  value  in  the  aggregate  in  respect  of  all  bis 
lands  in  Berlin,  for  £1110  9s.,of  all  which  said  premises 

*  Were  absent  when  judgment  was  delivered. 
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afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  10th  of  April,  1854,  due 
notice  was  given  by  the  assessors  to  the  defendant, 
according  to  the  statute  in  that  behalf,  and  that  the 
valuation  had  not  been  appealed  from  or  varied. 

The  declaration  then  set  out  the  amount  of  rates  to 
be  collected  for  the  year  1854,  and  the  authority  under 
which  they  were  imposed,  stating  that  the  defendant's 
proportion  of  the  amount  to  be  levied  as  computed  upon 
the  assessor's  roll,  and  set  down  on  the  collector's  roll, 
came  in  all  to  ^138  16s.  Id.,  being  for  the  municipal 
purposes  of  the  village  of  Berlin,  and  of  the  county  of 
Waterloo,  and  for  the  Provincial  Lunatic  Asylum,  in 
the  proportions  respectively  set  forth  in  the  declaration: 

"  That  on  the  10th  of  December,  1854,  the  collector 
of  taxes  for  Berlin  gave  notice  to  the  defendant,  who 
then  was,  and  still  is  resident  without  the  limits  of  the 
village  of  Berlin,  of  the  said  several  rates  so  directed  to 
be  levied  out  of  and  in  respect  of  his  lands  in  the  said 
village,  and  demanded  payment  from  the  defendant  of 
the  same  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
Yet  defendant  hath  not  paid,  &c." 

The  declaration  further  averred  that  there  were  no 
goods  on  the  said  lands  of  defendant,  or  any  of  them, 
whereby  the  collector  could  have  made  by  distress  the 
^  amount  of  the  said  rates. 

*'  That  the  said  rates,  nor  any  of  them,  were  not 
paid  to  the  plaintiffs,  or  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county 
of  Waterloo,  but  the  same  remained  unpaid,  by  reason 
whereof  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiffs,  (the 
Municipality  of  Berlin,)  to  recover  the  same  from  the 
defendant,  &c." 

Common  counts  were  added  for  interest,  and  upon  an 
account  stated.  Judgment  by  nil  dicit.  Damages  were 
assessed,  and  the  defendant  afterwards  moved  in  the 
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Common  Pleas  to  arrest  the  judgment.  Judgment  was 
given  in  that  court  that  the  action  on  the  first  count 
could  not  be  sustained,  but  as  there  could  be  no  objec- 
tion to  the  sufficiency  of  the  common  counts,  they  did 
not  arrest  the  judgment,  but  awarded  a  venire  de  novo. 
The  plaintiffs  appealed  from  this  judgment,  contending 
that  the  first  count  shews  a  good  cause  of  action.  The 
question  being,  whether  this  action  could  be  sustained 
at  the  suit  of  the  municipality  of  Berlin,  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  rates  assessed  upon  his  lands 
for  1854,  he  being  a  non-resident  at  the  time  of  the 
assessment^  and  of  the  action  brought,  and  there  being 
no  averment  in  the  declaration  that  he  had  signified 
to  the  assessor  personally,  or  in  writing,  that  he  owned 
such  land,  and  desired  to  be  assessed  therefor. 

Mr.  Connor^  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Gwynne,  Q.  C,  for  the 
appellants. 

The  statute  16  Victoria,  ch.  182,  (sees.  7,  8,  27,) 
clearly  authorises  the  insertion  of  the  name  of  the 
owner  of  real  estate  within  the  municipality,  either 
upon  request  to  that  effect  made  by  the  owner,  or  where 
it  is  known  to  the  assessor  who  the  owner  is.  Here 
the  name  of  the  defendant  is  found  entered  upon  the 
roll,  and  the  court  will  presume  that  it  was  inserted 
thereon  correctly  ;  and  in  any  event  the  name  being 
upon  the  roll,  the  statute  applies  whether  the  name 
was  so  placed  on  the  roll  by  the  request  of  the  jwner 
of  the  land  or  not.  The  defendant  had  notice  that  his 
name  was  on  the  roll,  and  did  not  object  or  take  any 
proceeding  to  have  it  removed. 

The  45th  section  of  the  act  gives  a  general  right  of 
action  ;  and  when  other  remedies  are  given,  which  is 
the  case  by  other  clauses  of  the  act,  the  object  of  the 
legislature  was  to  enable  assessments  to  be  levied 
against  unknown  absentees.  The  defendant  by  his  al- 
lowing judgment  to  go  by  default  admits  the  claim  as 
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alleged  by  the  declaration.   As  to  the  effect  of  nil  didty 
Taylor  on  Ev.,  2nd  ed.  pp.  90  and  650,  was  referred  to. 

Mr.  Adam  Wilson,  Q.  C,  for  the  respondent. 

Non-residents  are  not  liable  to  be  assessed,  unless 
they  expressly  request  their  name^  to  be  inserted  in 
the  roll ;  here  no  such  request  is  alleged  by  the  decla- 
ration, and  cannot  be  viewed  as  admitted  by  nil  dicit 

There  are  three  classes  of  cases  liable  to  be  assessed; 
in  one,  the  name  of  the  owner  appears  ;  in  another,  the 
name  of  the  occupier  ;  and  in  the  third,  the  names  of 
both  are  inserted  in  the  roll ;  and  the  8th  section  pro- 
vides for  another  class.  By  the  act  the  lands  are  made  \ 
primarily  liable.  The  owner  of  land  having  notice  that  | 
his  name  is  on  the  roll,  is  of  no  consequence,  such  no-  > 
tice  cannot  in  any  view  be  treated  as  an  authority  to  ' 
place  the  name  there.     The  Assessor's  act  in  placing 
the  name  on  the  list  was  illegal  throughout,  and  notice 
to  the  owner  of  such  illegal  act  having  been  performed, 
cannot  render  it  binding  on  the  owner. 

The  seventh  section  will  not  bear  a  strict  construc- 
tion, the  words,  *'if  resident  or  known,"  are  clearly 
erroneous,  "or"  should  be  read  **and,"  and  this  is 
shewn  more  clearly  to  be  the  proper  reading  of  this 
clause  by  the  following — the  8th  section — which  ex- 
plains the  meaning  of  the  seventh. 

He  referred  amongst  other  authorities  to  Re  Glattan 
Land  Tax,  (a)  Governor  of  Poor  of  Bristol  v.  Wait,  (b) 
Stevens  v.  Evans,  (c)  UnderhiU  v.  Ellicomhe,  (d)  RoHn- 
son  V.  James,  (e) 

Mr.  Connor,  Q.  C,  in  reply. 

(fl  4  M.  &  W.  570.  (6)  I  A.  &  E.  264. 

[c)  2  Burr.  1157.  (d)  i  McL.  A  Y,  450. 

(e)  6  Jur.  714. 
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Sir  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart,  G.  J. — The  statute  16 
Vic,  ch.  182,  must  govern  us  in  determining  this  ques- 
tion. I  have  examined  its  provisions  and  compared 
them  with  the  enactments  in  the  former  law,  which 
that  statute  repealed,  viz.,  18  &  14  Vic,  ch.  67,  as  it 
was  not  improbable  that  some  light  might  be  thrown 
on  the  question  by  such  a  comparison. 

I  concur  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  that  the  first  count  does  not  state  a  legal  gi'ound 
of  action,  and  that  a  venire  de  novo  therefore  must  be 
awarded  ;  though,  as  it  is  evident  that  nothing  is  in- 
tended to  be  claimed,  except  in  respect  of  the  cause  of 
action  stated  in  the  first  count,  there  would  be  no  ob- 
ject in  incurring  the  expense  of  going  to  another  trial. 

It  is  probable  that  the  inaccurate  language  of  the  7th 
clause  in  the  evident  misapplication  of  the  disjunctive 
particle  "or''  may  have  led  to  the  idea  that  the  defen- 
dant's land  in  Berlin  could  properly  be  assessed  against 
him  by  name,  although  he  was  non-resident  and  did  not 
require  to  be  assessed  on  the  roll,  for  the  words  of  the 
clause  are,  that  all  lands  to  whomsoever  belonging  shall 
be  assessed  in  the  township,  village,  cfec,  in  which  they 
lie,  and  against  the  owner  thereof  if  known  or  if  resident, 
or  having  a  legal  domicile,  or  place  of  business  when  the 
assessment  shall  be  made  within  such  township,  village, 
&c.,  in  which  it  is  included.  The  plaintiffs  seem  to  have 
proceeded  on  the  idea  that  if  the  owner  be  known  the 
assessor  might  assess  him  on  his  roll  by  name  for  his 
lands  within  the  municipality,  whether  he  himself  was 
resident  within  it  or  not.  But  the  whole  frame  of  the 
act,  and  especially  the  8th  clause,  shews  that  not  to  have 
been  the  intention.  In  the  corresponding  clause  of  the. 
former  act  of  1851,  which  this  new  statute  repeals,  the 
language  was  so  plain  in  this  respect  as  not  to  admit  of 
doubt,  for  that  ran  thus  :  "  that  all  lands  shall  be 
assessed  in  the  township,  village,  &c.,  in  which  they  lie, 
and  against  the  owner  thereof,  if  known,  and  if  he  re- 
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sides  or  has  a  legal  domicile  within  such  township,  &c., 
but  if  the  owner  be  not  so  resident,  or  be  unknown,  and 
the  land  be  occupied,  it  shall  be  assessed  in  the  name 
of  and  against  the  occupant."  There  the  meaning  was 
plain  enough ;  that  before  the  assessor  could  assess  the 
owner  by  name  for  his  lands  he  must  know  that  he  re- 
sides within  the  municipality.  In  ordinary  cases  the 
change  made  in  the  language  in  the  new  act  might  be 
taken  to  indicate  a  change  of  intention  in  the  legisla- 
ture, but  it  is  quite  evident  that  in  this  instance  that 
is  not  the  case ;  and  that  the  legislature  no  more  meant 
by  this  act  than  by  the  other  to  provide  that  non-resi- 
dents should  be  assessed  for  lands  in  their  own  names 
on  the  roll,  except  where  they  themselves  desired  to  be 
so  assessed,  which  is  the  only  change  made  in  this 
respect  by  the  late  ace. 

If  we  take  the  7th  and  8th  clauses  of  the  new  act 
together,  we  can  see  plainly  that  what  the  legislature 
meant  was  to  make  it  the  duty  of  the  assessor  to  assess 
all  lands  in  the  name  of  the  owner,  where  such  owner 
resided  within  the  municipality,  and  was  known  by  the 
assessor  to  be  so  resident,  or  when  by  diligent  enquiry 
the  assessor  shall  be  able  to  discover  that  he  is  so 
resident.  But  the  being  in  fact  resident  within  the 
municipality,  or  having  a  legal  domicile  or  place  of 
business  there,  is  made  an  indispensible  condition  to 
the  proprietor  being  assessed  for  the  land  upon  the  roll 
in  his  own  name,  unless  indeed  being  resident  out  of 
the  township,  village,  &c.,he  shall  have  signified  to  the 
assessor  that  he  owns  such  land,  and  desires  to  be 
assessed  therefor. 

The  8th  clause  of  the  new  act,  16  Vic,  ch.  182,  is 
clear  on  that  point,  and  is  suflBicient  to  correct  any  mis- 
apprehension that  might  have  been  otherwise  pro- 
duced by  the  inaccurate  language  of  the  7th  clause. 
And  all  the  subsequent  provisions  in  the  act  which 
have  any  bearing  upon  the  question  are  consistent  with 
the  obvious  construction  of  the  eight  clause,  and  incon- 
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sistent  with  the  other  construction  which  might  very 
naturally  be  given  at  first  si^ht  to  the  7th  clause. 
Then,  as  the  declaration  here  shews,  that  the  defendant 
was  a  non-resident  land  owner,  and  does  not  aver  that 
he  had  avowed  himself  to  be  the  owner,  and  had  de- 
sired  the  assessor  to  assess  him  for  it,  upon  what 
ground  or  principle  is  it  that  he  can,  notwithstanding, 
be  taken  for  the  purposes  of  this  action,  to  have  been 
legally   assessed  by  name  on  the  assessor's  roll  for 
Berlin,  and  thus   made  personally  a  debtor  to  the 
municipality  for  the  amount  of  the  rate,  instead  of  hav- 
ing it  charged  simply  against  his  land,  as  directed  to  be 
done  in  the  case  of  other  non-residents  ?   I  do  not  think 
that  he  can  be  held  to  have  acquiesced  in  what  was 
done,  because  he  did  not  object  before  the  court  of  re- 
vision, for  the  revision  of  the   roll  is   for  purposes 
different   from   the    correction   of  any   wholly   void 
"and  unauthorized  act  of  that  kind.     And  when  the 
statute   provides   (a)  that   after   the   roll   has   been 
finally   passed    by    the   court   of    revision,  it    shall 
bind   all    parties    concerned,    notwithstanding    any 
defect   or   error    committed   in,   or   with   regard   to 
such  roll,  that  cannot,  I  think,  be  taken  to  mean  that 
it  shall  be  binding  on  a  party  whose  name  there  was 
never  any  legal  authority  for  introducing  upon  the  roll 
at  all,  because  there  the  very  foundation  of  assessment 
against  tJie  party  is  wanting. 
* 
Besides,  if  the  giving  notice  to  the  defendant  that  he 
had  been  assessed  on  the  roll  for  those  lands  when,  by 
law,he  could  not  be,  except  at  his  own  desire,  would  make 
a  difference  in  the  case,  it  would  be  necessary  that  it 
should  appear  in  the  record,which  it  does  not,  that  such 
notice  was  given  in  time  to  enable  the  defendant  to 
appeal  within  the  limited  number  of  days.     I  am  of 
opinion,  however,  that  the  forbearing  to  appeal  would 
in  such  a  case  make  no  difference  ;  for  the  non-resident, 
knowing  that  he  could  not  legally  be  assessed  by  name 
on  the  assessment  roll  of  Berlin  without  his  own  request, 

(a)  Sec.  26. 
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might  safely,  I  think,  omit  to  take  any  notice  of  such 
an  illegal  and  void  proceeding.  He  might,  in  any  such 
case,  be  at  so  great  a  distance  from  the  municipality 
that  he  could  not  in  time,  with  any  convenience,  attend 
to  watch  the  different  steps  in  the  illegal  assessment, 
and  thd  legislature  clearly  intended  that,  with  regard 
to  non-residents,  who  have  not  desired  to  be  assessed 
on  the  roll  where  their  lands  lie,  a  wholly  distinct 
proceeding  shall  be  adopted. 

We  need  not  consider  here  whether  the  want  of  an 
averment  that  the  defendant  had  desired  to  be  assessed 
on  the  roll  could  be  cured  by  verdict,  because  this  was 
an  assessment  of  damages  on  a  judgment,  by  nil  dicit, 
and  unless  the  count  would  be  suflScient  on  general 
demurrer,  it  must  fail. 

The  declaration  states  that  the  defendant,  being  res- 
ident without  the  limits  of  the  municipality,  **  was 
rated  as  a  non-resident,''  which  is  plainly  contrary  to  the 
statute,  the  direction  being,  that  in  such  a  case,  the  land 
should  be  charged,  and  not  that  the  owner  should  be 
assessed  on  the  roll ;  but  then  it  has  been  contended 
that  upon  the  principle  that  in  public  matters  of  this 
liind,  omnia presumuntur  rite  esse  acta,  it  will  be  assumed 
that  that  occurred  which  would  make  it  legal,  namely, 
the  request  of  the  party  to  be  so  assessed.  If,  how- 
ever, that  presumption  might  be  entertained  so  as  to 
dispense  with  proof  inthe  first  instance  of  the  averment, 
in  case  it  had  been  made,  yet  that  would  not  establish 
that  the  averment  itself  could  be  dispensed  with. 

The  desire  of  the  non-resident  to  be  assessed  in  the 
municipality,  lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  debt  against 
him  personally,  and  is  as  necessary  to  support  the 
assessment,  as  a  judgment  is  to  support  an  execution. 

I  observe  that  Mr.  Justice  i2tc/iar^8,  in  his  judgment 
below,  did  not  take  the  same  view  of  this  point,  but  he 
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was  strongly  against  the  sufficiency  of  the  declaration 
upon  other  grounds,  in  which  I  am  disposed  to  concur. 
I  must  observe,  however,  that  though  I  think  we  are 
bound  to  confirm  the  judgment  given  below,  it  appears 
to  me  that  a  difficulty  may  arise  under  the  40th  clause^ 
unless  some  legislative  provision  shall  be  made  to  meet 
it,  for,  as  that  clause  stands,  whenever  an  assessor  takes 
upon  himself  to  enter  a  non-resident's  name  on  his  roll, 
andassess  him  for  land  in  the  municipality,though  with- 
out any  pretence  for  doing  so,  the  clerk  of  the  munici- 
pality could  not,  consistently  with  that  clause,  transmit 
the  return  of  such  land  to  the  county  treasurer,  and  the 
latter  would  thus  be  without  the  information  required 
for  enabling  him  to  charge  the  assessment  against  the 
land.  I  do  not  see,  at  present,  how  that  inconvenience 
is  to  be  overcome ;  but  the  apprehension  that  it  may  in 
some  such  cases  arise  would  not  warrant  us  in  going 
against  what  appears  to  me  to  be  the  plain  provisions 
of  the  statute,and  especially,  when  by  doing  so,  we  should 
be  supporting  a  proceeding  which  would  be  attended 
with  the  inconveniences  and  perplexities  pointed  out 
by  some  of  the  learned  judges  in  the  court  below. 

I  think  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Draper,  C.  J. — The  first  question  is,  whether  the 
defendant,as  a  non-resident  within  the  village  of  Berlin, 
could  properly  be  rated  on  the  assessment  roll,  in  res- 
pect of  lands  owned  by  him,  situate  within  that  village. 
If  the  7th  section  of  the  act  (16  Vic,  c.  182)  is  cor- 
rectly printed,  and  the  word  **  or"  immediately  follow- 
ing the  words  **  the  owner  thereof,  if  knowriy"  is  to  be 
read  and  construed  as  a  disjunctive,  then  he  might,  for 
he  was  known  as  the  owner  of  these  lands. 

I  think,however,the  words  "all  lands,  to  whomsoever 
belonging,8hall  be  assessed  in  the  township,  village,  or 
ward  in  which  they  lie,  and  in  the  name  of,  and  against 
the  owner  thereof,  if  known,  or  if  resident,  or  having  a 
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legal  domicile  or  place  of  business,  when  the  assessment 
shall  be  made  within  such  township,  village,  or  ward," 
are  not  intended  to  represent  alternatives,  but  that  the 
true  construction  is,  "  if  known,  and  if  resident,''  4c. 
The  distinction  contemplated  by  the  legislature  seems 
to  be  between  occupied  and  unoccupied  land,  belong- 
ing to  resident  or  non-resident  owners.  If  the  owner 
be  known  and  resident,  or  being  known,  though  non- 
resident, if  he  have  a  legal  domicile,  or  place  of  business, 
distinct  from  his  actual  residence ;  then  whether  he 
occupy  the  lands,  (which  he  may  do  without  residing 
on  them,)  or  if  no  one  occupy  them,  they  are  to  be 
assessed  in  the  name  of  the  owner.  If  the  lands  are 
occupied  by  a  third  party,  but  owned  by  a  person  known 
and  resident,  or  having  a  legal  domicile  or  place  of 
business  within  the  municipality,  they  may  be  assessed 
in  the  name  of  the  owner  or  occupant.  Unoccupied 
lands,  not  known  to  be  owned  by  any  resident,  or  person 
having  a  legal  domicile  or  place  of  residence,  or  whose 
residence,  or  legal  domicile  or  place  of  business  within 
the  municipality  cannot  be  ascertained  by  the  assessors, 
are  to  be  denominated  the  lands  of  non-residents,  un- 
less the  owner,  being  resident  out  of  the  municipality, 
shall  have  signified  to  the  assessor  that  he  is  owner, 
and  desires  to  be  assessed  therefor,  (a)  As  to  this 
section,  the  construction  is  not  open  to  the  doubt  to 
which  the  language  of  the  7th  section  may  give  rise. 
It  clearly  provides  that  unoccupied  lands  must  be 
assessed  as  the  lands  of  non-residents,  unless — l,known 
to  be  owned  by  a  party  re8ident,or  having  a  legal  dom- 
icile or  place  of  business  within  the  municipality;  or — 
2,  if  the  residence,  domicile,  or  place  of  business  of  the 
owner  (though  he  be  known)  is  not  to  be  found  within 
the  municipality  by  the  assessor  on  diligent  enquiry ; 
or— 3,  if  the  owner,  being  a  non-resident,  signifies  to 
the  assessor  that  he  is  owner,  and  desires  to  be  assess- 
ed therefor. 

(a)  Sec.  8. 
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In  the  present  case  the  lands  are  unoccupied,  and  the 
owner,  the  defendant,  is  non-resident.  These  facts  are 
apparent  on  the  declaration.  In  jny  opinion,  it  follows 
that  the  assessor  had  not  in  himself  authority  to  insert 
the  defendant's  name  on  the  roll  as  owner  of  these  un- 
occupied lands.  It  was  an  act  not  to  be  done  s^ia  spante. 
The  declaration,  however,  further  states  that  the  de- 
fendant is  rated  on  the  roll  as  owner  of  these  unoccu- 
pied lands.  This  could  only  be  done  lawfully  upon  his 
request.  Unless,  therefore,  his  suffering  judgment  by 
default  cures  the  defect,  in  not  averring  such  request, 
the  declaration  is  bad. 

By  nil  dicit  the  defendant  admits  every  thing  alleged 
in  the  declaration.  If,  therefore,  enough  is  stated  to 
sustain  the  declaration  on  general  demurrer,  it  will  be 
sustained  now.  Assuming  as  I  have  said  I  take,  the 
statute  to  mean  that  the  name  of  the  defendant  could 
not  be  placed  on  the  assessor's  roll  without  his  request, 
I  should  have  some  difficulty  in  holding  this  declara- 
tion good  in  the  absence  of  the  averment.  The  Court 
of  Common  Pleas*  have  held  the  case  to  come  within 
the  maxim,  "  Omnia  pre$umuntur  legitime  facta  donee 
probetur  in  contrarium.**  I  do  not  feel  so  clear  that  the 
case  comes  within  that  principle  as  the  learned  judges 
appear  to  have  been ;  but,  as  I  agree  with  the  judgment 
upon  another  ground,  it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss  this 
question. 

It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  a  party  can  be  rated 
on  the  assessment  roll  as  a  non-resident,  in  respect  of 
personal  property.  The  7th  and  8th  sections  of  the 
act  apply  to  land  only.  The  11th  section  points  out 
clearly  where  personal  property  is  to  be  assessed, 
namely,  at  a  party's  place  of  business,  or  at  his  place 
of  residence.  The  very  nature  of  personal  property  im- 
pHes  that  it  is  in  possession  of  some  one,  and  every  party 
is,  I  take  it,  intended  to  be  assessed  for  all  taxable  per- 

*  Sir  J.  B.  Macaulay  was  Chief  Justice  at  the  time  the  cause  was 
decided  in  the  court  below. 

19  I  E.  &  A. 
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sonal  property  in  his  possession,  such  possession  being 
prima  facie  proof  of  ownership.  The  fact  that  he  has 
possession  as  trustee,  guardian,  executor,  or  adminis- 
trator, does  not  affect  his  liability  to  be  assessed.  The 
language  of  the  17th  section  confirms  this  view  as  to 
residents ;  it  calls  them  *'  taxable  parties,"  requiring 
their  names  to  be  on  the  rolls ;  as  to  non-residents,  it 
uses  the  term  "  freeholders,"  who  have  required  their 
names,  and  the  lands  owned  by  them,  to  be  entered  on 
the  roll.  The  proviso  prohibiting  such  non-residents 
from  voting  at  a  municipal  election,  also  uses  the  term 
"  freeholder."  The  proviso  to  the  69th  section  is  not 
inconsistent  with  this  observation.  I  think  all  the  sec- 
tions of  the  act,  from  sec.  48  to  sec.  75,  inclusive, 
relate  solely  to  taxes  upon  lands.  The  language  of  the 
50th  section,  it  is  true,  is  more  general.  It  enacts,  that 
from  the  time  that  the  collector's  roll  has  been  returned 
to  the  treasurer  of  his  (the  collector's)  municipality, 
no  more  money  shall  be  received  on  account  of  the  ar- 
rears then  due  by  any  officer  of  such  municipality  ;  but 
the  collection  of  such  arrears  shall  belong  to  the  county 
treasurer  alone,  and  he  shall  receive  payment  of  any 
such  arrears,  and  of  all  the  taxes  on  lands  of  non- 
residents, an  account  of  which  is  to  be  transmitted  to 
him.  The  terms  ^^  such  arrears"  and  '*  any  such  ar- 
rearSf'  are  large  enough  to  include  rates  on  personal, 
as  well  as  on  real  property.  But  every  word  that  fol- 
lows afterwards — the  proceedings  directed  to  be  taken, 
the  ten  per  cent,  interest  to  be  added  annually  to  the 
arrears,  the  time  after  the  expiration  whereof  the  treas- 
urer's warrant  for  selling  lands  is  to  issue — appear  to 
me  to  be  confined  to  arrears  for  taxes  upon  land,  and 
to  provide  the  mode  by  which  payment  of  them  is  to 
be  enforced,  after  the  collector  has  failed  to  get  them. 

But  as  to  arrears  of  taxes  on  personal  property,  the 
remedy  is  given  to  the  proper  municipality  by  the  45th 
section.  It  would  be  difficult,  otherwise,  for  the  muni- 
cipality to  recover  the  arrears  as  a  debt.  The  right  to 
sue  does  not  accrue  to  the  municipality,  until  the  collector 
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has  ascertained  and  returned  that  be  cannot  recover  the 
taxes ;  and  within  fourteen  days  after  the  collector's 
return,  the  treasurer  of  the  municipality  is  to  make  his 
return  to  the  county  treasurer.  •  This  return,  however, 
(sec.  49)  relates  only  to  lands,  and  it  so  far  confirms 
the  opinion  expressed  as  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  50th 
section,  which,  if  construed  to  include  taxiBSon  personal 
property,  would  either  limit  the  municipality  to  the 
right  to  sue  within  fourteen  days,  or  would  give  rise  to 
this  inconsistency,  that  the  municipality  would  be  suing 
for,  and  recovering  moneys  which  the  50th  section 
enacts  shall  not  be  received  on  account  of  the  arrears 
then  due  by  any  officer  of  the  municipality.  On  the 
whole,  it  appears  to  me  that  it  was  not  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  that  the  remedy  given  by  the  45th 
section  should  extend  to  arrears  for  taxes  on  lands,  or, 
at  all  events,  until  the  remedies  given,  and  to  be  put 
in  force  by  the  county  treasurer,  had  been  resorted  to, 
and  had  failed  in  producing  satisfaction.  As  a  con 
sequence,  I  am  of  opinion  this  appeal  should  be  dis- 
missed. 

Per  Curiam. — Appeal  dismissed  tvith  costs. 
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[Before  the  Hon.  Sir  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart.,  Chief 
Justice;  the Hon.W .H . Draper ,O.B.fi. J .fi.P .;  the  Hon, 
Sir  J.  B.  Macaulay ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Jtistice  Bums ;  the 
Hon.  Viee-ChanceUor  Spragge ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
Richards,  and  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Hagarty.] 

[On  an  Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Chancery.] 


Topping  v.  Joseph. 

RquitabU  assets — yudgment  creditor— Principal  and  surety. 

H.  obtained  from  his  debtor  an  assignment  of  his  books  of  account, 
notes,  bills  and  other  evidences  of  debt,  by  way  of  security  against 
the  consequence  of  his  becoming  a  party  to  notes  for  the  accom- 
modation of  the  debtor  ;  and  also  a  conveyance  of  real  estate  from 
the  father  of  the  debtor  for  the  same  purpose.  Having  been  com- 
pelled to  pay  a  large  sum  of  money  by  reason  of  his  being  a  party 

«  to  such  notes,  H.  recovered  judgment  against  the  debtor,  and  sued 
out  execution  thereon, which  was  the  first  placed  in  the  hands  of 
the  sheriff,  against  the  debtor,  and  the  effects  of  the  debtor  were 
afterwards  sold  under  this  and  other  executions  subsequently  placed 
in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  upon  which  sale  sufficient  was  realised 
to  pay  the  execution  of  H.,  and  leave  a  balance  in  the  hands  of  the 
sherifi.  and  H.'s  claim  was  accordingly  paid,  and  the  books  of 
account  and  other  securities  held  by  him  were  delivered  ap  to  the 
debtor,  after  notice  from  J.,  a  later  judgment  creditor,  not  to  rart 
with  them ;  and  the  father's  land  was  re-conveyed  to  him.  The 
execution  creditor  who  gave  the  notice,  claimed  in  conse<|uence 
priority  over  intermediate  execution  creditors,  and  also  a  nght  to 
compel  H.  to  make  good  the  amount  of  his  claim  in  consequence 
of  having  parted  with  the  securities.  U  pon  appeal  from  the  Court 
of  Chancery,  Held,  ist,  affirming  the  decree  of  the  Court  below, 
that  asubseouent  execution  creditor  had  not  any  equity  to  compel 
the  first  creditor  to  recover  payment  of  his  claim  out  of  the  pro- 
perty held  by  him  in  security,  so  as  to  leave  the  goods  of  the  debtor 
to  satisfy  the  subsequent  executions ;  nor  had  he  any  right  to  call 
upon  H.  toassignthelandsconveyedtohim  by  the  debtor's  father; 
nor  Mias  H.  personally  liable  to  the  subsequent  execution  creditors. 

Held,  2ndly.  reversing  the  decision  of  the  court  below,  [Estbn,  and 
Spragge,  V.  CO.  dissenting,]  that  the  securities  in  the  hands  of  H. 
being,  at  that  time,  not  seizable  under  common  law  process,  no 
right  vested  in  H.  to  transfer  them  to  him.  nor  was  he  bound  to 
make  good  to  J.  any  loss  sustained  by  him  by  reason  of  his  refusal 
to  deliver  the  securities  to  J.,  but  that  such  securities  being  in  the 
nature  of  equitable  assets,  they  should  be  distributed  amongst  all 
the  creditors  pari  passu.  And  per  Sir  J.  B.  Robinson.  Bart.,  C.  T., 
that  this  was  not  a  case  to  which  the  principle  of  marshalling  the 
assets  applied,  and  that  H.  had  a  perfect  right  to  restore  the  secur- 
ities to  the  debtor. 

After  the  determination  of  the  case  by  the  court 
below,  as  reported  in  5  Grant,  page  636,    Topping 
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was  added  as  a  party  to  the  master's  office.  The  plain- 
tiff on  the  9th  of  April,  1857,  filed  his  amended  bill, 
making  Brown  a  defendant  instead  of  a  co-plain  tiff,  and 
by  consent  of  counsel  a  statement  to  this  effect  was 
printed  and  used  on  the  argument  of  the  appeal. 

From  the  decree  pronounced  in  the  court  below  the 
defendant  Toj^ptnigr  appealed,  contending  that  the  appel- 
lant and  respondent  being  equally  meritorious  creditors 
of  Morgan ,  and  the  goods  on  which  the  respective  writs  of 
execution  attached.having  been  exhausted  byprior  writs, 
the  right  of  the  appellant  and  respondent  to  resort  to  the 
book  debts,  was  at  first  equal,  and  the  appellant  having 
thereafter  by  due  diligence  acquired  an  assignment  of 
such  debts  and  the  possession  of  the  books  and  papers 
verifying  the  same,  it  is  not  equitable  to  deprive  him 
of  that  advantage ;  that  as  against  the  appellant  the^. 
fy.  of  Joseph  d  Brown  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  created 
no  lien  on  the  chores  in  action  and  personal  securities 
of  Morgan,  and  there  was  no  equitable  reason  under  all 
the  circumstances  to  prevent  Topping  from  taking  an 
assignment  of  the  choses  in  action  In  the  manner  he 
adopted  for  valuable  consideration,  and  to  secure  his 
own  debt ;  that  before  Topping  was  made  a  party  to 
the  suit,  he  got  possession  of  the  books  and  papers  of 
Morgan,  and  had  entered  into  and  performed  a  material 
part  of  the  onerous  undertaking  on  which  the  assign- 
ment under  which  he  claims  was  made,  and  the  re- 
spondent has  shown  no  equity  that  ought,  under  all 
the  circumstances,  to  be  allowed  to  displace  the  equity 
of  the  appellant ;  that  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  in 
the  pleadings  mentioned,  dated  the  7th  of  April,  1855, 
Brown  had  power  to  accept  the  same  on  the  part  of 
Joseph  d:  Brown,eknd  he  did  so,and  thereby  bound  them, 
and  the  same  was  acted  on  mth  Joseph's  concurrence  for 
ten  days  or  thereabouts  ;  that  the  conduct  of  Joseph  in 
afterwards  disclaiming  such  assignment  was  contrary 
to  fair  dealing  and  good  conscience ;  and  he  thereby  dis- 
entitled himself  to  any  preference  or  priority  over  the 
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appellant,  if  otherwise  he  had  been  entitled  thereto  ; 
that  such  disclaimer  could  extend  only  to  Joseph's  own 
interest  in  the  debt  due  himself  and  Brown  jointly  as 
co-partners,  (all  the  debts  due  by  the  partnership  hav- 
ing been  paid  off,)  yetthedecree  extended  the  disclaimer 
and  its  consequences  to  Brown' B^h&re  also ;  that  Brown 
did  not  mean  to  lose  his  position  in  the  assignment  of 
the  7th  of  April,  except  by  transmuting  the  same  into 
that  which  he  had  acquired  in  the  assignment  of  the 
23rd  of  May,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned ;  and  that 
Brown  was  estopped  by  his  own  conduct  and  deed,  so 
far  as  regards  his  own  share  of  the  debt  due  to  Joseph 
dc  Brown,  from  seeking  that  share  in  any  manner  in- 
consistent with  the  assignment  of  the  28rd  of  May. 

For  the  respondent,  it  was  insisted  that  the  case 
made  by  the  bill,  and  supported  by  the  evidence  in  the 
cause,  is  clearly  one  in  which  the  equitable  doctrine  of 
*•  marshaUing  securities  "  applies  ;  that  the  appellant 
received  the  securities,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned, with 
full  notice  and  knowledge  of  the  equitable  lien  and  claim 
of  therespondent  thereto;  that  the  alleged  concurrence 
of  the  defendant  Glmrles  Brown  was  procured  by  the 
appellant  with  the  intention  of  defeating  the  rights  of 
the  respondent,  and  the  appellant  and  the  said  Charles 
Brown  fraudulently  colluded  together  with  that  object ; 
and  that  the  appellant  received  the  said  securities  not 
only  with  such  notice  and  knowledge  as  before  men- 
tioned, but  with  the  fraudulent  intent  and  design  of 
depriving  the  plaintiff  of  his  right  thereto. 

Mr.  McDonald,  for  the  appellant. 

Mr.  A,  Crooks  J  for  the  respondent. 

Vint  V.  Padgett,  {a)  Barnes  v.  Racston,  {b)  Baldwin 
v.  Belcher,  (c)     Gibson    v.    Seagrim  (d),    Rigney    v. 

(a)  4  Jur.  N.  S,  1122  {b)  i  Y.  &  C.  C.  C.  401. 

{c)  3  Dr.  &  War.  173.  (<f)  20  Beav.  614. 
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Vanzatidt,  (a)  Brandon  v.  Brandon^  (b)  EdgeU  v. 
Haywood,  (c)  were  with  other  cases  referred  to  by 
counsel. 

Judgment. — Sib  J.  B.  Robinson,  Babt.,  C.  J. — The 
defendant,  Morgan,  was  a  shop-keeper  in  Brantford, 
and|became  indebted  i;o  the  defendant  Heaton,  in  about 
£8,000 ;  to  the  defendants  Joseph  d:  Brown,  in  about 
£800  ;  to  defendant  Van  Brocklin,  in  £1,200  ;  to 
defendant  BaUon,  in  £200 ;  and  to  the  appellant  Top- 
ping, in  about  £8,590. 

In  March,  1855,  Heaton,  to  secure  his  large  debt, 
which  was  for  liabilities  assumed  for  Morgan,  in  order 
to  assist  him  in  his  business,  took  upon  him  a  confes- 
sion of  judgment  for  the  amount,  without  any  stay  of 
judgment  or  execution,  and  about  the  same  time,  for 
fear  of  executions  at  the  suit  of  other  creditors  getting 
first  into  the  sheriflf*s  hands,  he  took  from  Morgan,  in 
further  security  of  the  same  debt,  an  assignment  of  all. 
his  book  debts,  notes,  bills,  and  other  outstanding  debts. 

On  80th  March,  1855,  B,fi.fa.  in  the  suit,  Heaton 
against  Morgan,  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff,  being  the 
first  writ. 

On  2nd  April,  a,Ji.fa,  came  to  the  sheriff,  at  the 
suit  of  Van  Brocklin  against  Morgan,  and  also  Sifi.fa. 
at  the  suit  of  Batson, 

On  4th  April,  a^.  /a.  at  the  suit  of  Joseph  d  Brown, 
and  afterwards,  on  the  same  day,  a  fi.  fa.  at  the  suit 
of  Topping. 

On  these  writs  the  stock-in-trade  of  Morgan  was  sold. 
The  creditors  had  agreed,  before  the  sheriffs  sale,  that 
in  order  to  make  the  sale  as  productive  as  possible, 

(a)  5  Gr.  496.  (b)  5  Jur.  N.  S.  256. 

(c)  3  Atk.  352. 
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they  would  accept  approved  notes  from  the  purchas- 
ers, payable  at  8,  6,  9,  12,  and  15  months. 

One  Bacon  bought  on  these  terms,  bat  failing  to 
carry  out  his  purchase,  the  sheriff,  at  a  subsequent 
sale,  disposed  of  the  goods  to  Van  Brocklin,  who  be- 
came the  highest  bidder,  and  gave  his  notes  for  the 
price. 

ffeoton  accepted  some  of  these  notes,  in  full  discharge 
of  his  debt ;  and  having  no  longer  any  demand  against 
Morgan^  he  gave  back  to  him  all  his  books  and  securities 
for  debts  that  had  been  assigned  to  him,  and  conveyed 
back  to  Morgan's  father  some  land  upon  which  he,  the 
father,  had  given  security  to  JET^a  ton,  on  behalf  of  his  son. 

On  19th  May,  1856,  two  days  before  the  sheriff's  sale 
of  Morgan's  goods,  the  attorney  of  Joseph  d  Brovn, 
wrote  to  Heaton,  stating  that  he  (Heaton)  held  both  an 
assignment  of  Morgan's  book  debts,  notes,  and  other 
securities,  and  also  an  execution  against  his  goods,  and 
as,  by  resorting  to  the  proceeds  of  the  sheriff's  sale 
under  Ynsji.fa.  for  the  payment  of  his  debt,  he  would 
prejudice  the  interests  of  Joseph  d  Brown,  who  had 
only  the  proceeds  of  such  sheriff's  sale  to  look  to,  being 
plaintiffs  under  a  subsequent  execution  against  Morgan 
they,  Joseph  d  Brown,  claimed  to  have  the  securities 
and  book  debts  that  had  been  assigned  to  Heaton,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  sheriff's  sale  marshalled  for  their 
benefit,  and  they  stated  that  they  gave  him  this  notice 
of  their  rights,  meaning  to  hold  him  responsible. 

On  22nd  May,  1855,  after  the  sheriff's  sale,  the  attor- 
ney of  Joseph  d  Brown  wrote  again  to  Heaton,  advert- 
ing to  their  former  letters,  and  requesting  to  be  informed 
whether  be  intended  to  resort  to  the  proceeds  of  the 
sheriff's  sale,  which  had  already  taken  place,  for  the  sat- 
isfaction of  his  debt,  for  that,  in  that  case,  they  would 
claim  an  assignment  of  all  his  other  securities  for  the 
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indemnification  of  themselves,  and  of  others  who  might 
be  similarly  prejudiced ;  and  would  insist  upon  their 
right  to  stand  in  his  place  as  to  the  other  securities, 
and  would  take  steps  to  enforce  that  right. 

The  principal  facts  of  the  case  are  stated  in  an  answer 
to  this  letter,  written  23rd  May,  1855,  by  Messrs. 
Wood  dt  Long,  to  the  attorney  of  Messrs.  Joseph  dc 
Brown,  which  answer  is  set  out  at  length  in  the  bill. 

On  the  7th  April,  1855,  Morgan  had  executed  an  as- 
signment to  Joseph  dt  Brown,  who  were  then  still  part- 
ners in  business,  and  to  the  defendant  Topping,  of  all 
his  stock-in-trade,  and  other  goods,  and  of  all  his  book 
debts  and  accounts,  bills,  notes,  &c.,  which  was  can- 
celled on  18th  of  April,  1855,  because  Joseph  declined 
to  accept  and  act  under  it.  And  on  21st  and  22nd 
May,  1855,  after  Heaton  had  received  the  letters  written 
to  him  hj  Joseph's  attorney,  asserting  his  right  to  have 
what  in  the  letters  is  called  a  marshalling  of  secu- 
rities in  his  favour,  and  immediately  after  the  sherifTs 
sale  of  Morgan's  goods,  through  which  Heaton  had 
received  satisfaction  of  bis  debt  in  full,  Heaton  was 
required  by  Morgan  to  give  back  to  him  the  accounts, 
books,  and  securities,  which,  upon  the  assignment 
being  made  to  him  in  March  previous,  had  been  put 
into  bis  hands  by  Morgan.  Heaton  then  advised  with 
his  attorney  what  he  ought  to  do,  in  consequence  of 
the  notices  which  he  had  received  from  JosepKs  attor- 
ney of  the  course  which  he  would  hold  himself  entitled 
to  pursue  ;  and  being  advised  that  he  could  not  with- 
hold from  Morgan  the  securities  which  had  been 
delivered  to  him,  since  the  debt  which  they  were  to 
secure  had  been  satisfied,  he  restored  them  to  Morgan  ; 
and  on  the  2drd  of  May,  Morgan  executed  an  assign- 
ment of  them  to  Topping  and  Brown,  omiting  Joseph, 
because  Joseph  had  refused,  he  admits,  to  be  a  party 
to  such  an  assignment. 

Joseph  alleges  that  this  assignment  to  Topping  Ji- 
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Brown  was  made  without  his  privity,  and  that  he  sus- 
pects a  fraudulent  collusion  to  his  prejudice,  between 
Topping  and  5roi£?n,  who  went  into  partnership  together 
immediately  upon  Brown  ceasing  to  be  a  partner  with 
Joseph,  that  is,  on  80th  May,  1855. 

Brown  had  no  individual  demand  against  Morgan ; 
his  only  pretence,  therefore,  for  accepting  the  assign- 
ment to  Topping  and  himself,  could  be  the  debt  due  to 
Joseph  d  Brown ;  but-  Joseph,  nevertheless,  contends 
that  his  interest  ought  not  to  be  in  any  way  prejudiced 
by  that  act  of  Brown  not  done  in  the  name  of  the  firm, 
nor  in  privity  with  Joseph — ^his  partner  at  the  time,  nor, 
as  he  asserts,  in  good  faith  for  protecting  the  interests 
of  the  firm,  and  he  reverts,  therefore,  to  what  he  con- 
siders to  be  his  equitable  rights,  of  which  he  had, 
through  his  solicitor,  given  notice  to  Heaton,  before 
the  sheriffs  sale,  and  in  order  to  enforce  them  he  filed 
this  bill,  praying  that  so  far  as  he  and  Brown  may  be 
prejudiced,   in  recovering  the  amount  of  their  debt 
from  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  by  the  sheriff,  in  conse- 
quence of  Heaton  having  resorted  to  that  fund  for  the 
payment  of  Morgan's  debt  to  him,  the  defendent,  He^t- 
ton,  may  be  declared  to  be  a  trustee  of  the  securities 
which  had  been  put  into  his  hands  by  Morgan,  for  se- 
curing the  same  debt;  that  Joseph  dt  Brown  may  be  sub- 
stituted in  the  place  of  Heaton,  as  holders  of  such 
securities ;  and  that  the  same  may  be  assigned  accord- 
ingly ;  and  that  if  Heaton  shall  have  parted  with  them 
or  impaired  them,  after  the  notice  he  had  of  Joseph  dt 
Brown's  equitable  rights,  he  may  be  decreed  to  make  good 
any  loss  which  Joseph  dt  Brown  have  sustained  thereby. 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  more  fully  stated  in  the 
evidence ;  but  I  have  not  thought  it  necessary  to  go  into 
them  more  particularly  than  I  have  done,  for,  besides 
the  fact  that  if  Joseph  has  suffered  any  disadvantage, 
from  not  standing  in  the  place  of  Heaton,  as  holder  of 
these  securities,  debts,  &c.,  which  Morgan  had  assigned 
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to  JSeaton,  and  which  he  was  desirous  to  avail  himself 
of,  for  obtaining  payment  of  his  debt,  that  is  entirely  in 
consequence  of  his  having  rejected  the  assignment 
which  was  made  to  him  in  April,  1856.  I  am  not  able 
to  satisfy  myself  that  the  plaintiff,  Joseph,  has  the  equit- 
able claim  that  he  relies  on,  as  the  foundation  of  his 
suit.  It  has  been  decreed  that  Joseph  &  Brown  are  en- 
titled to  stand  in  the  place  of  Heaton,  as  to  the  securi- 
ties mentioned  in  the  bill ;  that  they  are  entitled  to  a 
lien  thereupon,  in  respect  of  their  judgment  against 
Morgan  ;  and  that  Heaton  is  responsible  for  any  loss 
that  has  resulted  to  Joseph  d  Brown,  by  reason  of  his 
re-assignment  or  surrender  of  the  securities  to  Morgan. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by  Mr. 
Vice-Chancellor  Sjrragge,  and  is  reported  in  5th  Grant's 
Reports,  636. 

I  have  great  reason  to  distrust  my  own  opinion  upon 
questions,  such  as  are  presented  in  this  suit,  of  which 
we  have  no  expeiience  in  courts  of  law  ;  but  according 
to  the  best  judgment  I  can  form,  this  was  not  a  case  for 
applying  the  equitable  doctrine  of  marshalling  securi- 
ties. 

In  Lanoy  v.  the  Duke  of  Athol,  (a)  Lord  Hardwicke 
states  it  ''to  be  the  constant  equity  of  that  court  that 
if  a  creditor  has  two  funds  he  shall  take  his  satisfaction 
out  of  that  fund  upon  which  another  creditor  has  no  lien, 
— as,  suppose  a  person  who  has  two  real  estates,  both 
mortgaged  to  one  person,  and  afterwards  only  one  of 
the  estates  to  a  second  mortgagee,  who  had  no  notice 
of  the  first ;  the  court,  in  order  to  relieve  the  second 
mortgagee,  have  directed  the  first  to  take  his  satis- 
faction out  of  that  estate  only  which  is  not  in  mortgage 
to  the  second  mortgagee,  if  that  is  suflScient  to  satisfy 
the  first  mortgage,  in  order  to  make  room  for  the 
second  mortgagee.*' 


(a)  2  Atkins.  444. 
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Lord  Eldon,  in  Aldrich  v.  Cooper,  (a)  8tate8  the 
principle  thus : — **  It  is  the  ordinary  course  in  equity 
that  a  person  having  two  funds  shall  not,  by  this  elec- 
tion, disappoint  the  party  having  only  one  fund,  and 
equity,  to  satisfy  both,  will  throw  him  who  has  two 
funds  upon  that  which  can  be  affected  by  him  only,  to 
the  intent  that  the  only  fund  to  which  the  other  has 
access  may  remain  clear  to  him.'' 

It  cannot,  I  think,  be  said  here  that  there  were  two 
funds,  in  one  of  which  the  plaintiff,  Joseph,  had  a  par- 
ticular interest,  and  in  the  other  not,  while  Heaton 
had  an  option  to  resort  to  either.  Heaton  had  ob- 
tained a  judgment  against  Morgan,  the  common  debtor 
of  both,  and  he  had,  besides,  an  assignment  of  all 
Morgan* s  debts  by  bonds,  notes  or  accounts,  intended 
to  afford  him  some  security,  though  by  no  means  an 
adequate  one,  as  it  appears  from  the  evidence,  for  his 
large  debt,  in  case  any  other  creditor  of  Morgan  should 
be  found  to  have  come  in  with  an  execution  against 
Morgan,  before  Heaton  could  take  out  his  writ  of  fieri 
facias,  and  deliver  it  to  the  sheriff. 

If  this  were  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  endeav- 
ouring to  obtain  the  interference  of  a  court  of  equity,  to 
restrain  Heaton  from  making  use  of  his  judgment  and 
execution,  until  he  had  first  exhausted  his  security  un- 
der the  assignment,  it  cannot  be  contended  for  a  moment 
that  the  court  would  interfere  for  that  purpose,  for 
Heaton,  though  he  held  the  assignment  in  question,  had 
the  same  common  law  right  as  every  other  judgment 
creditor  would  have,  to  enforce  the  payment  of  his  debt 
by  execution.  If  he  had  been  required  to  wait  till  it 
could  be  ascertained  how  many  of  Morgan's  debts  he 
could  succeed  in  collecting,  we  can  see  plainly  that  his 
judgment  would  have  been  of  little  use  to  him,  for  other 
creditors  oi  Morgan  (and  the  plain  tiff  among  the  num- 
ber) would  have  pressed  forward  with  their  executions, 

{a)  8  Ves.  382. 
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and  he  would  soon  have  found  himself  in  a  much  worse 
situation  than  if  he  had  taken  no  security.  It  is  true 
that  in  this  case  there  was  no  attempt  to  restrain  Heaton 
from  enforcing  his  judgment,  but  the  plaintiff  claims  it 
as  an  equitable  consequence  of  J7^afon'«  having  received 
satisfaction  by  means  of  his  execution,  that  he  shall  be 
allowed  to  stand  in  Heaton's  place,  in  regard  to  the 
notes,  debts,  &c.,  which  Heaton  had  held.  The  founda- 
tion of  such  an  equity  is  explained  to  be,  that  a  man 
having  two  securities  ought  not  to  exercise  his  option  of 
proceeding  upon  one  or  the  other  of  them  in  such  a 
manner  as  unfairly  to  injure  another  creditor.  When 
be  does  so,  he  is  said  to  act  capriciously  and  unjustly, 
and  to  afford  ground  for  the  interference  of  a  court  of 
equity  in  the  manner  applied  for  by  this  bill. 

But  can  that  principal  be  applied,  as  regards  the 
creditor  of  a  debtor,  which  debtor  has  not,  by  any  act 
of  his,  created  a  double  security?  I  think  not.  Upon 
the  same  principle  that  the  plaintiff  should  succeed  in 
his  suit,  it  should  follow  that  in  all  other  cases,  a  mort- 
gagee who  has  taken  a  bond  to  accompany  his  mort- 
gage, and  obtains  judgment  upon  it,  or  upon  his 
covenant  contained  in  the  mortgage,  and  compels 
payment  of  his  debt  by  execution,  should  be  obliged 
to  assign  his  mortgage  to  any  creditor  of  the  mortgagor 
that  might  ask  for  it,  upon  the  ground  that  he  ought 
to  have  sold  the  estate  under  the  power  in  his  mort- 
gage, or  should  have  brought  ejectment. 

The  other  creditors  of  the  mortgagor  might  urge 
what  is  urged  here,  that  by  taking  execution  against 
the  goods  of  the  morgtagor  he  had,  so  far,  impaired 
the  ability  of  the  mortgagor  to  pay  his  other  creditors, 
and  should,  therefore,  surrender  his  mortgage  for  their 
benefit.  But  it  would  certainly  be  a  very  inconvenient 
equity  to  be  introduced  in  such  cases,  for,  hitherto, 
when  a  mortgagee  has  been  paid  his  debt,  no  obstacle 
has  been  interposed  to  his  discharging  the  security,or 
re-conveying  the  estate ;  though,  if  the  plaintiff  is  right 
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in  ^hat  be  contends  for,  I  can  see  no  reason  why  a 
third  partjjto  whom  the  mortgagor  was  indebted,  should 
not,  in  any  such  case,  have  as  good  a  right  to  apply  to 
be  substituted  in  the  place  of  the  mortgagee,  who  has 
been  paid  his  debt ;  and  yet,  I  have  never  known  an 
attempt  of  that  kind  made,  and  can  find  no  trace  of  a 
suit  founded  upon  such  a  supposed  equity. 

I  do  not  consider  that  it  could,  in  the  view  of  a  court 
of  equity,  have  been  thought  at  all  reasonable  that 
Heaton  should  have  been  expected  to  forbear  proceeding 
on  his  judgment,  until  he  had  done  his  best  to  collect 
all  the  debts  due  to  Morgan  from  his  'ustomers.  In 
following  up  his  judgment  by  an  execution,  he  was 
only  doing  what  any  other  judgment  creditor  of 
Morgan  had  a  right  to  do  ;  he  was  not  taking  to  him- 
self any  particular  fund  in  which  Joseph  h^ad  a  special 
interest,  and  if  there  was  nothing  unreasonable  in  his 
having  done  what  he  did,  then  I  do  not  see  how  such  a 
consequence  should  follow  from  it  as  would  be  made 
to  follow  by  the  decree. 

It  is  material,  also,  to  consider  that  the  assignment 
made  by  Morgan  for  securing  Heaton' s  debt  was  one  of 
a  peculiar  character.  It  was  not  like  a  bond  of  a  third 
party,  or  like  a  mortgage  that  is  commonly  given  for 
securing  a  debt.  It  vested  in  Heaton  no  tangible  pro- 
perty, real  or  personal ;  but  only  all  Morgan's  claims 
of  every  kind  against  third  parties,  his  customers  and 
others,  with  full  power  and  discretion  to  use  his  name 
in  collecting  the  debts,  and  in  compromising  with  his 
debtors.  Such  a  trust  he  might  be  willing  to  repose  in 
one  man,  and  not  in  another,  either  for  his  own  sake, 
or  for  the  sake  of  his  debtors.  It  required  diligence, 
perseverance,  discretion,  and  integrity,  and  good  know- 
ledge, and  habits  of  business ;  and  it  would  be  strange, 
I  think,  if  the  owner  of  such  debts  and  securities  should 
be  compelled  to  place  such  a  confidence  in  any  one  of 
his  creditors  who,  under  such  circumstances,  might 
choose  to  ask  for  it. 
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We  have  been  informed  at  the  bar,  that  either  from 
some  compromise  that  has  been  come  to,  or  from  some 
changes  that  have  taken  place  lately,  in  the  circum- 
stances  of  parties  to  this  suit,  the  decision  has  become 
a  matter  of  no  moment  except  as  regards  costs.  I 
cannot  be  certain  that  I  take  a  correct  view  of  the  main 
question  that  was  raised  in  the  case,  since  most,  I  belieTe, 
of  my  brother  judges  incline  to  the  contrary  opinion. 

I  have  referred,  however,  to  the  case  of  Greenwood 
V.  Taylor,  {a)  and  to  the  case  of  Mason  v.  Begg,  {b)  and 
the  observations  made  in  the  latter  case  upon  the  for- 
mer have  confirmed  me  in  the  impression  that  this  can 
not  be  a  case  for  applying  the  equitable  principle  of 
marshalling  securities.  It  is  material  to  consider  that 
this  is  not  like  Aldrich  v.  Cooper,  a  case  of  marshall- 
ing the  assets  of  a  deceased  debtor,  but  is  a  case  in 
which  the  court  was  asked  to  apply  the  principle  of 
marshallingsecurities.the  debtor  being  still  living;  and 
(as  I  have  already  stated)  upon  the  same  principle  on 
which  the  object  of  this  suit  could  be  obtained,  any  of 
the  judgment  creditors  of  a  mortgagor  could  claim  as  a 
matter  of  right  to  have  a  mortgage  assigned  to  him, 
which  had  been  given  to  another  creditor  of  the  mort- 
gagor, who  had  compelled  paymentof  his  debt,  through 
an  execution,  without  resorting  to  the  special  security 
held  by  him.  I  think  I  am  safe  in  saying,  that  in  the 
whole  period  since  the  establishment  of  our  Court  of 
Chancery,  no  instance  has  occurred  of  such  an  equity 
being  enforced,  nor  have  I  ever  heard  of  an  attempt  to 
advance  a  similar  claim  on  the  part  of  any  general 
creditor  of  a  mortgagor,  though  it  need  hardly  be  said 
that  cases  have  been  constantly  occurring  in  which  there 
were  the  same  grounds  for  such  a  suit,as  in  the  present 
case,  and  in  which  it  would  have  been  manifestly  for  the 
advantage  of  a  creditor  to  avail  himself  of  the  remedy, 
if  it  were  open  to  him.     I  have  found  no  trace,  either, 

(a)  I  Russ.  and  Myl.,  185.  (6)  2  Myl.  and  Cr.,  443. 


804  ERROR   AKD   APPEAL  REPORTS. 

of  a  suit  sustained  in  England  under  similar  circum- 
stances. This  has  made  me  entertain  great  doubte  as 
to  the  right ;  though,  in  discussing  cases  of  a  different 
kind,  there  has  been  language  used  by  text  writers 
which  may  seem  to  recognize  it. 

Then  there  is  the  further  objection  which  I  have 
noticed,  that  what  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit  was  apply- 
ing for,  was  not  simply  to  have  a  security  assigned  to 
him  that  was  of  an  ordinary  character,  such  as  amort- 
gage  of  lands,  or  of  chattels,  but  a  transfer  of  chosea  in 
action,  undefined  in  amount,  which  contained  power 
to  sue  for,  and  collect  all  the  book  debts,  &c.,  in  the 
name  of  the  person  making  the  assignment ;  the  effect 
of  which  would  be  to  clothe  this  plaintiff  with  a  trust  of 
a  special  character,  which,  for  various  reasons,  he  might 
have  been  little  qualified  to  execute,  and  which,  there- 
fore,  he  would  never  have  been  intrusted  to  execute  by 
the  parties  having  an  interest  in  the  matter,  that  is, 
by  Morgan,  or  by  his  creditors  generally. 

It  may,  it  is  true,  be  said  that  by  executing  the  deed 
of  7th  April,  1855,  Morgan  had  shewn  that  he  did  not 
look  upon  Joseph  as  a  person  whom  he  would  hesitate 
to  entrust  with  power  to  collect  all  his  debts,  Sic.,  since 
he  had  actually  made  him  a  trustee  for  that  purpose 
by  that  deed.  But  the  fact  that  he  did  make  that 
assignment  to  Joseph  and  others,  and  that  Joseph 
wholly  rejected  it,  and  declined  to  act  under  it,  opens 
the  way  to  another  objection  to  the  plaintiff's  suit, 
which  has  been  urged,  and  I  think  not  unreasonably, 
for  it  can  hardly  be  admitted  that  Joseph  was  entitled 
thus  to  play  fast  and  loose  at  his  discretion,  and, 
after  rejecting  the  assignment  which  Morgan  had 
executed,  to  insist  afterwards  upon  Heaton's  making 
an  assignment  of  the  debts  to  him,  or  to  claim  to  hold 
him  responsible  for  any  loss  which  he  (Joseph)  had 
suffered  from  the  books  and  securities  having  been  re- 
turned by  Heaton  to  Morgan,  after  the  debt  had  been 
satisfied,  for  which  he  had  held  them  as  security. 
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For  these  reasons,  I  should  have  thought  it  right  to 
reverse  the  decision,  and  to  dismiss  the  plaintiff's  bill 
^th  costs  ;  but  my  brothers,  in  general,  are  against 
giving  Topping,  who  alone  appeals,  his  costs,  and  so 
the  bill,  as  to  Topping,  is  dismissed  without  costs. 

Drapeb,  C.  J. — Heatan  was,  as  appears  to  me,  a 
creditor  having  a  double  fund  to  look  to  for  payment. 

When  he  endorsed  for  Morgan*9  accommodation  he 
took  a  cognovit  actionem  as  his  security,  and  the  deed 
of  the  22nd  of  March,  1855,  but  executed  on  the  80th 
of  March,  on  which  the  fi.fa.  issued  by  Heaton  was 
put  into  the  sheriff's  hands. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Heaton  had  a  right  to 
obtain  satisfaction  either  through  his  execution,  or 
under  the  assignment.  But  his  election  could  not  be 
made  prejudicial  to  the  interests  of  the  other  creditors. 

Strictly  speaking  this  is  not  a  case  of  marshalling, 
but  there  are  many  cases  in  which  the  principle  is 
applied  between  living  persons,  as  pointed  out  by  Lord 
JEldon,  in  Aldrich  v.  Cooper,  that  principle  being  *^  in 
some  degree  that  it  shall  not  depend  upon  the  will  of 
one  creditor  to  disappoint  another ;"  and  farther,  that 
a  creditor  to  secure  whom  a  debtor  has  subjected  some 
particular  property,  and  who  therefore  '*  can  make  it 
liable  to  that  extent  shall  not  by  his  will  defeat  another, 
the  former  having  two  funds,  the  latter  only  one." 

Morgan,  by  his  own  act,  gave  Heaton  recourse 
against  certain  parts  of  his  personal  estate,  which  an 
execution  at  law  would  not  reach,  leaving  him  at  the 
same  time  his  full  right  to  all  legal  remedies  to  recover 
his  debt.  He  could  therefore  have  recourse  to  the  one 
by  way  of  execution ;  to  the  other,  by  force  of  the  deed 
of  22nd  March,  1855,  and  the  principle  I  take  to  be, 
that  he  shall  not  by  his  election  to  make  use  of  the 
20  I  B.  &  A. 
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exeeutioQ  to  obtain  satisfaction,  disappoint  other  cre- 
ditors, who  have  only  the  personal  estate  which  may  be 
taken  in  execution  to  look  to.  Such  creditors,  it  is  true, 
haVe  no  claims  in  law,  over  the  effects  assigned  to  Hea- 
ton  ;  but  if  they  be  deprived  of  the  single  fund  to  which 
they  could  have  recourse  by  Heatan'a  act,  then  they 
arOi  as  I  understand  the  cases,  entitled  to  stand  in 
Heaton's  place  as  to  the  fund  specially  created  and  set 
apart  for  HeatorCs  satisfaction. 

This  I  take  to  be  the  general  principle,  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  relief  he 
asks  for,  especially  under  the  particular  circumstances. 

I  cannot  underhand  the  plaintiff's  conduct.  He  ap- 
pears to  have  acquiesced  in  and  approved  of  the  ar- 
rangement of  the  7th  of  April,  1865,  by  which,  subject 
of  course  to  the  prior  satisfaction  of  Heaton^  Batson, 
and  Van  Brocklin's  executions,  any  balance  of  the  debt 
due  by  Morgan  would  have  been  paid  out  of  the  effects 
assigned.  It  appears  that  the  object  of  the  parties  to 
this  arrangement  was,  that  the  goods  seized  in  execu- 
tion should,  instead  of  being  sold  in  the  usual  manner 
for  cash,  be  sold  on  a  credit,  satisfactory  endorsed  notes 
extending  over  a  long  period  being  taken  as  payment. 
A  sale  was  made  on  this  understanding,  for  Heaton, 
BaUoUy  and  Van  Brocklin  agreed  to  take  such  notes  for 
their  claims,  and  the  goods  of  Morga/n  were  sold  to  one 
Bacon  at  ISs.  9d.  in  the  pound  of  their  invoiced  value. 
But  the  plaintiff,  who  it  is  sworn  had  agreed  to  endorse 
the  notes  for  certainly  one-third  of  the  amount,  and 
according  to  Bacon's  recollection,  for  the  whole,  refused 
to  endorse  at  all ;  and  other  parties  were  offered  as  en- 
dorsers, whose  names  were  not  satisfactory.  Brown 
swears  positively  that  before  he  wrote  the  letter  of  the 
18th  of  April,  1865,  plaintiff  had  repudiated  the  agree- 
ment. The  date  of  the  first  sale,  t.  e.,  that  at  which 
Bacon  purchased,  does  not  appear ;  but  the  second  was 
on  the  21st  of  May,  and  the  goods  were  then  sold  at 
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128.   in  the  pound,  leaving   nothing  to  satisfy  the 
plaintiff's  execution. 

I  am  driven  to  the  conclusion  that  the  arrangement 
of  the  7th  of  April  was  defeated  through  the  plaintifTs 
refusal  to  endorse,  and  there  is  some  reason  for  suspect- 
ing,  though  I  cannot  say  I  think  it  proved,  that  he 
imagined  he  had  gained  an  advantage  by  the  execution 
of  the  deed  of  the  7th  of  April,  and  meant  to  rely  on  it, 
and  not  to  fulfil  his  undertaking  respecting  the  sale  of 
the  goods  on  credit. 

Whatever  rights  the  plaintiff  may  have  had  so  long 
as  he  had  only  his  judgmeot  and  execution,  while 
Heaton,  in  addition  to  his  prior  execution  held  the 
assignment  of  the  22nd  of  March,  1855,  the  state  of 
affairs  was  materially  altered  by  the  arrangement  of 
the  7th  of  April  following.  The  plaintiff  thereby 
acqaiesced  in  Hea^ton's  obtaining  satisfaction  out  of  the 
goods  seized  in  execution  in  order  to  release  his  claim 
upon  the  debts  and  effects  assigned,  and  to  take  the 
assignment  of  the  7th  of  April  from  Morgan^  not  from 
Heatouy  as  his  claim  would  be  extinguished  in  the 
manner  proposed.  After  this,  I  do  not  perceive  what 
equity  he  can  have  to  claim  against  Heaton  the  assets 
80  assigned  to  himself,  the  plaintiff,  or  how  he  can 
give  himself  such  a  right  by  failing  to  fulfil  the  latter 
arrangement. 

It  has  been  strongly  pressed  upon  us,  that  Heaton 
could  not  for  his  own  satisfaction  have  converted  the 
debts,  &c.,  assigned  to  him,  into  cash,  until  after  ex- 
hausting the  chattels  taken  under  his  execution,  and 
that  the  moment  the  sale  by  the  sheriff  produced  enough 
to  pay  him,  he  was  bound  to  return  to  Morgan  what 
the  latter  had  assigned  to  him. 

However  this  might  be,  I  think  enough  appears  to 
disentitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief  he  asks  for,  and  that 
the  bill  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 
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EsTEN,  V.  C. — There  is  no  ground  for  the  argument 
that  Heaton  was  bound  to  resort  to  his  execution  in  the 
first  instance.  Mr.  Wood's  evidence  and  letter  are 
equivocal,  but  the  assignment  settles  the  question. 

Upon  the  other  point  I  am  not  prepared  to  concur 
in  a  variation  of  the  decree.  Much,  perhaps,  may  be 
urged  on  both  sides.  These  securities  are  not  assets 
in  the  strict  sense  of  that  term ;  but  the  securities  could 
not  be  reached  at  law  by  legal  process,  nor  in  equity 
on  the  principle  of  equitable  execution,  not  being  liable 
to  debts  at  all  in  the  life- time  of  the  debtor,  and  so  far 
they  resemble  equitable  assets ;  and  it  would  not  be 
unjust  to  apply  the  doctrine  of  equitable  assets  to  them. 
On  the  other  hand  it  seems  reasonable  to  give  the  cred- 
itors the  same  remedies  against  them  as  they  would 
have  had  against  the  goods,  and  at  all  events  it  is  vei; 
unjust  to  Joseph  to  raise  the  question  for  the  first  time 
on  appeal,  since  he  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  it :  the 
prior  creditors  having  been  paid  in  full,  and  at  any  rate 
it  ought  not  to  vary  the  decree  as  to  costs,  since  Joseph 
would  have  willingly  taken  such  a  decree ;  and  a  suit 
was  necessary  to  enable  him  to  obtain  any  relief,  the 
defendants  resisting  all  relief.  I  think  the  decree 
should  be  affirmed. 

BuBNs,  J. — The  respondent's  case  is  not  rested  upon 
the  proposition  of  a  contract  between  the  creditors  of 
Morgan  and  Morgan  himself,  which  entitles  them  or  any 
individual  creditor  to  claim  the  right  of  standing  in  the 
place  of  Heaton  with  respect  to  the  securities  which 
Morgan  had  assigned  as  collateral  security  for  Heaton  s 
endorsations  for  him ;  but  the  respondent's  claim  to  an 
equity  in  his  favour  rests  upon  the  broad  doctrine  that 
where  one  creditor  has  a  charge  or  lien  upon  two  fonds, 
or  two  sets  of  security  for  the  same  debt,  to  either  of 
which  he  may  resort,  a  court  of  equity,  though  in  a  case 
like  the  present,  where  it  neither  can  nor  will  compel 
the  creditor  to  elect  which  he  will  look  to,  yet  when  he 
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has  elected,  will  assume  a  jurisdiction  over  the  fund,  or 
the  security  which  the  creditor  has  not  selected,  and 
deal  with  that  in  favour  of  a  creditor  who  might  have 
obtained  the  other  fund  but  for  the  selection*  I  agree 
with  this  proposition,  dating  it  to  commence  when  Hm- 
ton  placed  his  execution  in  the  sheriffs  hands,  by  which 
the  goods  were  bound,  but  incapable  of  being  acted 
upon  until  the  goods  were  sold ;  and  now  let  us  see 
whether  the  present  case  is  one  in  which  to  apply  it. 

Morgan^  it  seems,  was  largely  indebted  to  various 
persons,  and  among  others,  to  all  the  parties  to  this  suit. 
Heaton,  in  order  to  protect  himself,  had  not  only  ob- 
tained a  confession  of  judgment  from  Morgan,  but  had 
also  on  the  22nd  of  March,  1855,  obtained  from  him  a 
bill  of  sale  transferring  notes,  book  debts,  and  securities. 
On  the  80th  of  March  Heaton  placed  an  execution,  sued 
out  upon  the  judgment,  in  the  sherifiTs  hands  against 
Morgcm'8  goods  and  chattels.  Other  persons  followed 
with  executions,  and  the  appellant's  and  respondent's 
executions  came  to  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  on  the  same 
day,  viz.,  the  4th  of  April,  though  the  respondent's  exe- 
cution appears  to  have  preceded  that  of  the  appellant. 
The  judgment  obtained  by  the  respondent  was  upon  a 
confession,  and  probably  the  other  was  also.  It  seems 
the  goods  were  not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  different  exe- 
cutions anterior  to  that  of  the  respondent,  and  conse- 
quently there  was  a  great  anxiety  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant,  and  also  of  the  respondent,  that  some  arrange- 
ment and  understanding  should  be  come  to  and  adopted 
between  all  the  parties  interested,  by  which  Morgan's 
property  could  be  turned  to  the  best  advantage  to  satisfy 
the  debts.  In  pursuance  of  this  desire,  Morgan,  on  the 
27th  of  April,  1855,  made  over  all  his  stock  in  trade, 
merchandise,  &c.,  together  with  his  book  debts,  notes, 
securities,  &c.,which  Heaton  then  held,to  the  appellant, 
the  respondent,  and  Brown.  It  seems  the  understand- 
ing then  was,  though  not  put  into  the  writing,  that  the 
sheriff  should  transfer  the  goods  to  some  person  who 
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should  furnish  endorsed  promissory  notes,  and  that  the 
payment  of  these  notes  should  furnish  the  funds  to  pay 
off  the  different  executions ;  Heaton  being  the  first  and 
largest  creditor  consenting  to  this  arrangement.  Accord  - 
ing  to  the  understanding  these  notes  were  to  be  endorsed 
by  Joseph  and  Brown  and  by  Topping.  This  arrange- 
ment fell  through,  and  subsequently,  for  the  reasons 
which  I  shall  hereafter  give,  the  respondent  dissented 
from  the  arrangement  which  Morgan,  Brown  and  Top- 
ping had  made  on  the  7th  of  April.  On  the  20th  of 
April  the  parties,  leaving  out  Joseph,  came  to  another 
arrangement,  and  by  an  instrument  of  that  date  Heaton 
covenanted  that  the  sheriff  might' sell  the  goods,  and  if 
they  should  be  purchased  by  Topping,  that  he  {Heaton  ) 
would  accept  Topping's  promissory  notes  for  his  debt, 
and  would  assign  over  to  Topping  the  securities  which 
he  (Heaton)  held.  To  carry  out  this  new  arrajigemeat 
the  sheriff,  on  the  21st  of  May,  sold  the  goods  to  Van^ 
Brocklin,tLlso  ajudgment  creditor,  upon  the  understand- 
ing that  he  should  again  re-sell  and  pay  the  executions. 
This  was  done  with  the  consent  of  Heaton.  The  sheriff 
then  returned  Heaton* s  execution  as  satisfied,  VanBrock- 
lin's  as  satisfied  in  part,  and  as  to  the  residue,  and  all 
the  other  executions,  nuUa  bona.  On  the  28rd  of  May 
Morgan  transferred  and  assigned  all  the  securities  to 
Topping  and  Brown,  in  satisfaction  of  their  debts,  he 
having  by  an  endorsement  on  the  instrument  of  the  20th 
of  April,  consented  that  Heaton  might  transfer  them. 
After  VanBrocklin  purchased  the  goods,  he,  together 
with  Topping,  became  responsible  to  the  creditors,  and 
VanBrocklin  was  constituted  agent  to  collect  the  secu- 
ities  so  transferred  by  Morgan  and  Heaton.  The  res- 
pondent on  the  19th  of  May,  through  his  solicitor,  noti- 
fied Heaton  by  post  that  he  intended  to  resort  to  the 
equitable  claim  set  up  in  this  suit ;  and  also  notified  the 
sheriff  before  he  had  made  any  appropriations  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  goods  to  the  same  effect. 

This  narration  is  a  plain  statement  of  the  facts,  with 
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the  exception  of  one  or  two  connected  with  the  conduct 
of  the  respondent,  which  I  shall  mention  presently,  as 
bearing  upon  the  view  I  entertain  of  it,  and  upon  these 
facts  the  court  helow  has  decreed  that  the  respondent 
ia  entitled  to  the  securities  so  held  by  Heaton,  subject 
to  whatever  balance  may  be  due  to  Van  Broc/clin  in  re- 
spect of  his  judgment,  in  priority  over  the  appellant. 

I  do  not  see  that  the  notices  given  on  the  19th  of 
'  May,  by  the  respondent,  of  his  intention  to  claim  the 
equity  now  sought,  places  him  in  the  position  of  being 
entitled  to  claim  the  exclusive  right  to  the  securities  in 
question,  and  the  court  below  thought  so.  The  ground 
for  giving  the  respondent  that  priority  must  rest  upon 
the  fact  that  his  execution  was  placed  in  the  sheriff's 
hands  some  few  minutes  before  that  of  the  appellant,  and 
the  question  is,  whether  that  is  sufficient  in  this  case. 

The  securities  so  held  by  Heaton  were  not  in  any 
way  subject  to  any  of  the  executions  then  in  the  sheriff's 
hands,  and  would  not  have  been,  even  though  the  exe- 
cution debtor  had  then  held  them  himself,  for  it  is  only 
since  that  time  that  the  legislature  has  subjected  assets 
such  as  securities  to  execution.  As  respects  the  goods 
which  the  sheriff  had  seized,  they  of  course  were  legal 
assets  liable  to  the  creditors,  and  the  sheriff  would  pay 
the  proceeds  of  them  according  to  the  legal  priority  of 
the  writs,  and  if  it  were  necessary  for  a  court  of  equity 
to  administer  those  assets,  the  same  rule  would  be  ob- 
served.  The  securities  in  HeatorCs  hands  could  only 
be  treated,  even  quoad  his  own  execution,  as  equitable 
assets.  He  held  them  by  a  legal  title,  it  is  true,  and 
could  apply  them  legally  towards  satisfaction  of  his 
debt,  but  his  execution  formed  no  lien  upon  them,  any 
more  than  the  executions  of  the  other  creditors.  The 
deed  of  22nd  of  March  expresses  that  Heaton  was  to  en- 
joy the  subject  matter  assigned  for  ever,  to  and  for  the 
uses,  intents,  and  purposes  mentioned  therein. 
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No  doubt  Heaton  eould  exercise  a  choice  whether  to 
apply  those  securities  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt ;  or 
proceed  to  sell  the  goods  upon  the  execution,  but  he 
could  not  be  compelled  to  elect.  If  he  had  elected  to 
take  the  securities,  then  as  respects  the  respondent's 
execution,  he  would  of  course  have  been  let  in  upon  the 
goods,  but  I  do  not  see  that  in  equity  Heaton  was  in 
conscience  bound  to  take  that  course;  and  if  there  was 
no  rule  of  equity  obliging  him  to  adopt  a  course  which 
would,  had  it  been  otherwise,  have  given  the  other  cre- 
ditors legal  rights,  I  cannot  see  why  legal  rights  are 
to  be  preserved  upon  purely  equitable  assets,  so  as  to 
give  the  respondent  a  priority.  Suppose,  while  all  the 
executions  were  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff,  that  Mor- 
gan had  paid  HeatorCs  judgment,  he  would  have  been 
entitled  himself  to  the  securities,  for  the  other  writs 
of  execution  formed  no  charge  upon  them.  The  same 
result,  I  think,  must  follow,  where  the  goods  have  been 
sold  to  pay  the  debt ;  and  then  by  that  act  what 
arises  and  springs  from  it  is,  that  instead  of  Morgan 
being  entitled  to  the  pledges  being  returned  to  him, 
his  judgment  creditors  become  in  equity  entitled  to 
have  those  securities  made  available  for  their  debts. 
They  are  purely  equitable  assets  in  H^eaton'a  hands,  and 
as  such  each  and  every  judgment  creditor,as  it  appears 
to  me,  stands  upon  an  equal  footing  to  be  subrogated 
in  his  place,  and  there  is  no  priority. 

The  general  rule  in  marshalling  is,  that  actual  in- 
cumbrancers operating  in  rem,  whether  legal  or  equit- 
able, are  payable  according  to  priority;  but  in  this  case 
neither  the  appellant  nor  the  respondent  had  any  incum- 
brance whatever  upon  the  securities  in  question  while  in 
Hieaton's  hands.  Heaton  had  an  incumbrance  upon  them 
by  virtue  of  the  deed,  until  his  debt  was  satisfied,  and 
when  that  was  done,  he  then  became  a  trustee  of  those  se- 
curities for  some  one  else.  If  no  one  intervened  between 
Morgan  and  himself,  then  he  held  them  upon  trust  for 
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Morgan* 9  benefit,  and  Morgan  coald  call  for  them ;  but 
Morgan*8  judgment  creditors  intervene  and  Bay  they 
have  exhausted  their  remedy  at  law,  because  theii* 
writs  of  execution  have  been  returned  nulla  bona,  and 
finding  that  his  trustee  has  certain  demands  to  .which 
he  has  an  equitable  title,  they  call  upon  him  to  account 
to  them  instead  of  to  Morgan,  on  the  principle  that  if 
the  trustee  had  paid  himself  out  of  the  trust  property, 
they  would  have  been  enabled  to  make  good  their  de- 
mands at  law.  As  I  have  already  said,  I  admit  the 
general  doctrine,  but  I  am  not  of  opinion  that  any  pri- 
ority exists,  for  I  think  the  same  rule  ought  to  prevail 
which  would  in  a  case  of  bankruptcy.  None  of  the 
creditors  had  any  specific  lien  on  these  securities — no 
specific  incumbrance  existed  upon  them,  giving  one 
prior  claim  to  another,  that  is,  after  satisfaction  of 
Heaton^s  demand.  I  refer  to  Morrice  v.  The  Bank  of 
England,  (a)  Simmons  v.  Simmons,  (b)  Wilson  v.  Field- 
i^f  {c)  Leg  v.  Deg.  (d)  The  case  of  the  creditors  of  Sir 
C.  Cox,  {e)  Turner  v.  Turner,  (/)  Clay  v.  Willis,  (g)  and 
the  27th  and  28th  chapters  of  Ram  on  Assets. 

According  to  this  view  the  decree  is  too  large,  be- 
cause I  think  the  equities  between  the  parties  to  this 
appeal  are  equal,  and  both  would,  if  nothing  else  stood 
in  the  way,  be  entitled  to  the  securities  in  proportion 
to  their  respective  debts. 

But  it  now  remains  to  be  enquired  into,  whether  the 
respondent  has  in  truth  such  an  equity  as  against  the 
appellant,  or  whether  his  conduct  has  not  deprived  him 
of  being  now  remitted  to  that  position,  on  the  ground 
of  the  rule  that  he  who  comes  for  equity,  should  him- 
self have  acted  equitably.  To  determine  this  the  facts 
of  the  case  must  be  analyzed.    Heaton  had  an  execu- 

(a)  Cas.  Tern.  Talbot  220 ;  3  Swans.  574 ;  Foly's  case,  2  Freem. 
49,  and  2  £q.  Cas.  Abr.  459. 
(h)  2  Free.  274.  (c)  2  Ver.  763,  and  10  Mod.  426. 

(<0  2  P.  Wms.  412.  (#)  3  P.  Wms.  341. 

(/)xJ.&W.39. 

{g)iB.&,  C.  364;  Spence  Eq.  ]nr.  583.  4. 
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tion  againfit  Morgan's  goods,  which  none  of  Morgan^s 
creditors  could  displace,  and  he  also  held  certain  securi- 
ties which  he  was  not  bound  by  any  rule  of  law  or 
equity  to  apply  to  the  liquidation  of  his  debt.  The 
other  execution  creditors  had  no  legal  incumbrance 
upon  the  securities ;  they  had  only  an  equitable  right 
to  those  equitable  assets  in  the  event,  and  when  the 
event  happened,  of  Heaton  absorbing  the  legal  assets, 
and  that  right,  as  I  think,  would  be  to  have  them  ad- 
ministered pari  passu.  Before  the  event  arose  which 
would  call  that  right  into  existence,  viz.,  on  the  7th  April, 
the  debtor  made  an  arrangement  with  Brown j  in  respect 
of  his,  the  debtor's  affairs,  and  by  deed  transferred  to 
Joseph^  Brown,  and  Topping  all  his  goods  and  the  securi- 
ties in  question.  The  deed  does  not  express  the  arrange- 
ment, which  was  understood  to  have  been  settled,  of  the 
terms  upon  which  the  three  were  to  take  the  goods  and 
securities,  but  the  evidence  supplies  that.  Nothing  is 
said  about  priority  of  execution,  or  of  the  proportions  to 
be  applied,  in  respect  of  their  demands ;  but  I  appre- 
hend the  legal  effect  of  this  instrument,  as  between 
themselves,  Joseph,  Brown,  and  Topping,  in  case  there 
should  be  a  deficiency  in  satisfying  their  demands,  after 
discharging  the  demand  of  those  who  bad  a  prior  right, 
and  who  were  not  parties  to  taking  the  goods  and  securi- 
ties in  satisfaction,  would  be,  that  it  should  be  shared  in 
proportionally,  and  according  to  their  respective  debts, 
and  not  according  to  priority  of  time,  in  placing  the 
executions  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff.  Joseph  never  saw 
this  deed,  and  he  says  he  only  knew  of  its  contents  after 
Brown  returned  from  Brantford,  which  was  a  day  or 
two  after  the  7th  April,  and  he  represents  that  Brown 
informed  him  that  it  gave  them  a  preference  over  Top- 
ping. This  arrangement  of  the  7th  April  was  broken  up, 
and,  so  far  as  lopping  is  concerned,  it  is  material  to  en- 
quire why  it  was  broken  up,  and  whose  fault  it  was.  The 
respondent  wishes  us  to  understand  the  fault  lay  with 
his  partner.  Brown,  who  either  then  had  become,  or  was 
becoming,  a  partner  with  the  appellant,  and  that  these 
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two  were,  with  the  assistance  of  Morgan  and  Heaton,  or 
of  one  of  them,  colluding  together  to  give  every  thing 
to  the  appellant,  and  deprive  the  respondent  of  his  debt. 
If  that  were  true,  as  a  conseqence,  Brown  must  be  a 
loser,  to  the  extent  of  half  of  the  partnership  demand  ; 
but  upon  a  careful  perusal  of  the  evidence  and  corres- 
pondence, there  seems,  in  truth,  nothing  to  warrajit  the 
conclusion  of  any  such  combination  against  the  respon- 
dent, or  that  the  arrangement  was  broken  off  from  any 
such  idea.  Then,  upon  the  evidence,  we  are  left  to 
examinetherespondent'sconduct,and  herein  two  things 
present  themselves  for  consideration;  first,  whether 
between  the  7th  April,  and  the  17th, when  the  respon- 
dent wrote  to  Heaton^  he  had  obtained  any  new  light 
upon  the  subject  of  the  non-priority  of  his  and 
brown's  execution  over  Topping' 8,hj  the  deed  of  the  7th 
April,  or,  secondly,  whether  he  repented  of,  or  did  not 
wish  to  carry  out  the  arrangement  which  Brown  had 
made,  viz.,  that  the  goods  should  be  sold  to  some  per- 
son, on  credit,  and  that  notes  should  be  taken,  to  be 
endorsed  by  Joseph  d  Brown,  and  Topping^  to  satisfy 
Heaton,  and  the  others. 

We  see,  from  the  evidence  of  Brown,  that  the  respon- 
dent and  the  appellant  had  a  quarrel,  but  what  it  was 
about  we  are  not  informed.  It  would  have  been  materia^ 
to  the  question  before  us  to  know  whether  that  quarrel 
had  a  relation  to  the  position  of  the  writs  then  in  the 
sheriff's  hands.  Joseph,  in  his  evidence,  says  that 
Toj>pin^  proposed  a  second  assignment,  after  that  of  the 
7th  April,  but  he  objected  to  it,  and  he  further  tells  us, 
that  he  never  repudia  ted  the  fir  s  t  ,and  would  now  be  satis- 
fied with  it,  if  it  gave  him  and  Brown  a  preference  over 
Topping.  As  I  have  already  said,  the  procuration  from 
Morgan  of  the  deed  of  the  7th  April,  was  but  part  of  the 
arrangement  entered  into  with  Morgan.  The  debts  due 
Heaton,  and  the  other  executions  previous  to  that  of 
Joseph  db  Brown^  where  to  be  provided  for  before  the 
property  under  the  deed  could  become  available  to  the 
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three  persons  to  whom  made,  and,  according  to  the 
understanding  then  existing,  Heaton  was  to  be  settled 
with  by  notes,  endorsed  as  I  have  stated.  How  far 
Joseph,  Brown,  and  Topping  had  then  confidence  in 
each  other,  or  what  were  the  points  of  dispute  does  not 
appear,  but  when  Joseph  wrote  the  letter  of  the  7th 
April  to  Heaton,  I  think  it  was  imposible  for  either 
Heaton  or  Morgan  to  suppose  that  the  arrangement  of 
the  7th  April  was  any  longer  to  exist.  Joseph  informs 
Heaton  that  he  understood  it  was  arranged  by  Brown 
that  the  firm  of  Joseph  d  Brown  would  become  liable 
for  the  amount  due  him  byM(;r^an,and  tells  him  plainly 
that  he  has  no  intention  of  assuming  such  a  liability. 
Heaton,  after  that  information,  could  only  go  on  and 
enforce  his  execution,  unless  some  new  arrangement 
were  come  to.  As  neither  of  the  three  persons  had 
executed  the  deed  of  the  7th  of  April,  of  course  Morgan 
could  only  look  upon  the  repudiation  of  one  part  of  the 
arrangement  as  making  an  end  of  the  whole.  The  letter 
of  Brown,  of  the  18th  April,  signed  by  the  name  of  the 
fitrsioi  Joseph  &  Brown  appears,  then,  natural  enough, 
as  neither  Brown  nor  Topping  wished  to  repudiate  the 
arrangement,on  the  contrary , they  wished  it  to  be  carried 
oat.  Morgan  assented  to  it,  and  Heaton  covenanted  that, 
in  case  the  goods  were  purchased  at  sheriff's  sale,  by 
Topping,  he  would  assign  to  Toppin^g  all  the  securities* 

The  sheriff's  sale  took  place  on  the  21st  May,and  the 
second  assignment,  as  it  is  called,  was  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  out  the  previous  arrangement  of  the  20th 
April.  If  it  were  necessary  to  hold  that  the  arrangement 
of  the  20th  April  was,  in  fact,  though  not  exactly  .carried 
out  according  to  the  letter  of  it,  on  the  deed  of  the  28rd 
May,  an  appropriation  of  the  securities  by  Hea;ton  and 
Morgan,  before  any  notice  given  not  to  appropriate  them, 
I  do  not  think,under  all  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  I 
should  feel  myself  much  pressed;  but,  viewing  the  con- 
duct of  Joseph  as  I  do,  I  think  he  defeated  the  arrange* 
ment  of  the  7th  April,  and  I  feel  it  more  satisfactory  to 
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rest  upon  that  ground.  I  do  not  mean  to  be  understood 
as  stating  that  Joseph  had  not  a  legal  right  to  refuse  to 
assume  the  liability  which  was  imposed  upon  him  bj 
his  partner,  in  the  arrangement  made  with  Morgan 
and  Heaton,  but  what  I  find  fault  with  is,  claiming  to 
have  one  part  of  the  arrangement  of  the  7th  April 
carried  out,  and  yet  repudiating  the  other  part.  He 
supposed  that  under  that  arrangement,  he  had  a  pre- 
ference over  Topping y  and  if  he  could  hold  to  that  as- 
signment made  by  Morgan,  without  the  firm  ot  Joseph 
<t  Brown  assuming  any  liability  to  Heaton,  of  course  it 
would  be  a  great  point  gained.  And  that  would  apply 
to  these  securities,  for  the  deed  of  the  7th  April  em- 
braced them.  That  deed  being  put  an  end  to,  the 
parties  were  left  where  they  were,  and  on  the  20th  of 
April  a  new  understanding  was  come  to,  under  which 
Topping  became  entitled  to  the  securities. 

It  appears  to  me  that  Mr.  JosepWs  complaint  should 
be  levelled  against  his  partner,  and  not  against  Topping y 
for  Topping  was  willing  to  have  shared  the  securities 
With  Joseph^  which  it  seems  Joseph  was  unwilling  to  do. 
When  the  first  arrangement  fell  through,  then  Topping, 
as  it  seems  to  me,  was  at  perfect  liberty  to  make  any 
arrangement  he  could  with  the  debtor,  in  order  to  obtain 
the  best  satisfaction  he  could,  and  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, I  think  it  would  be  inequitable  to  take  from 
him  any  advantage  he  has  gaiaed  through  the  good 
will  of  the  debtor,  and  give  it  to  one  who  thwarted 
what,  according  to  the  evidence,  would  have  been  a 
very  fair  arrangement  for  the  disposition  of  the  goods 
profitably,  which  was  made  in  the  first  instance. 

No  lien  existed  upon  these  securities  in  Beaton's 
hands  whatever,  in  favour  of  either  the  appellant  or  res- 
pondent, and  no  equity  arose  in  favour  of  either  until 
the  goods  were  sold  by  the  sheriff.  I  look  upon  the 
'facts  of  the  case  as  establishing  that  in  the  meantime  a 
disposition  of  these  securities  had  been  made  by  the 
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debtor  and  the  creditor  Beaton,  who  held  them  conse- 
quent upon  the  sherifiTs  sale  of  the  goods,  and  that  the 
deed  of  the  28rd  of  May  was  but  perfecting  the  matter, 
and  I  think  the  parties  were  at  liberty  to  do  that. 

The  bill,  I  think,  should  have  been  dismissed. 

Sphaggb,  V.  C. — The  fund  for  which  the  defendant 
is  made  answerable  by  the  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery  is  not  assets  in  the  proper  sense  of  the  term  ; 
though  I  allow  that  it  is  of  such  a  nature  that  if  assets 
at  all,  it  would  be  assets  strictly  equitable. 

I  think  the  question  admits  of  considerable  doubt,  for 
the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  fund  is  purely  equitable,, 
what  may  be  called  a  creature  of  the  court  of  equity  ; 
and  two  maxims  of  the  court  may  be  invoked  in  aid  of 
rateable  distribution  among  the  creditors ;  one,  that  he 
who  comes  into  equity  must  do  equity  ;  the  other,  that 
equality  is  equity ;  a  court  of  equity  regarding  all  debta 
in  conscience  as  equal,  and  equally  entitled  to  be  paid. 

But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  creditors  had  legal  rights* 
upon  another  fund,  for  which  the  fund  got  at  through 
the  intervention  of  equity  is  the  substitute ;  the  fund 
available  at  law  was  withdrawn  from  the  creditors  by 
another  creditor,  in  the  exercise  of  his  strict  legal  right. 
He  had  the  option  at  law  to  pay  himself  out  of  either 
fund ;  if  he  had  elected  to  pay  himself  out  of  the  fund 
not  common  to  both,  the  creditors  would  have  been  paid 
out  of  the  other  fund — ^the  goods  of  the  debtor — ^accord- 
ing to  their  priorities ;  having  elected  to  pay  himself 
out  of  the  goods,  the  equitable  doctrine,  as  I  understand 
it  is,  that  the  creditors  thus  disappointed  stand  as  to 
the  fund  out  of  which  the  prior  creditor  might  have 
satisfied  his  debt,  in  the  same  position  pro  tanto  as  the 
prior  creditor  :  they  are  subrogated  to  his  rights. 

It  is  then  the  office  of  a  court  of  equity  to  place  them 
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in  the  same  position  as  to  the  substitated  fund,  or  in 
a  different  position  ?  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the 
principle  upon  which  equity  proceeds  is  to  rectify  for 
the  benefit  of  subsequent  creditors  what  has  been  done 
by  the  prior  creditor ;  and  that  it  may  well  and  prop- 
perly  stop  there.  If  it  does  more,  and  exacts  as  the 
price  of  granting  relief  that  the  substituted  fund  shall 
be  distributed  rateably,  it  does  something  more  than 
subrogate  the  body  of  creditors  to  the  rights  of  the 
prior  creditor;  and  I  think  something  different.  I 
cannot  but  think  that  the  true  result  of  the  principle 
upon  which  the  court  proceeds,  would  be  to  give  the 
creditors,  disappointed  by  the  act  of  the  prior  creditor 
of  their  remedy  upon  the  one  fund,  the  same  rights 
against  the  other  fund  to  which  he  might  have  resorted. 

The  case  of  Wilson  v.  Fielding  is  not  an  authority 
for  a  rateable  distribution  in  this  case.  It  was  strictly 
a  case  of  assets,  and  Lord  Macclesfield  in  adjudging 
that  the  judgment  creditor  should  take  pari  passu  with 
the  simple  contract  creditors,  went  expressly  upon  the 
ground  that  the  judgment  had  been  recovered  since 
the  death  of  the  testator,  and  so  far  as  appeared, 
voluntarily  on  the  part  of  the  executor. 

Haoastt,  J. — The  facts  of  this  case  seem  unlike  any 
other  that  I  have  met  with.  Until  Heaton  placed  his 
writ  in  the  sheriff 's  hands,  thereby  binding  certain 
goods  and  chattels  not  affected  by  his  prior  security, 
no  equity  existed  to  interfere  with  him.  He  lawfully 
obtained  payment  of  his  claim  by  this  writ.  He  then 
held  the  book  debts  and  other  property  included  in  the 
assignment,  as  trustee,  to  re-assign  to  Morgan  or  his 
appointee,  the  purpose  of  the  original  assignment 
being  satisfied.  Joseph  had  placed  his  writ  in  the  sher- 
iff's hands  on  the  same  day  as  Topping,  but  at  an  ear- 
lier hour.  Neither  of  these  writs  had  any  legal  power 
over  the  property  assigned  to  Heaton.  Morgan,  the 
debtor,  after  the  issue  of  these  writs,  with  the  full  as- 
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sent  of  Joseph's  co-partner  Brown,  assigns  the  pro- 
perty assigned  to  Heaton,  to  Joseph  d  Brown,  and  to 
Topping,  for  joint  benefit,  without  preference.  The 
respondent  afterwards,  as  it  appears  to  me,  because  he 
was  advised  that  he  could  obtain|priority  over  the  prop- 
erty assigned  to  Heaton,  refused  to  abide  by  this  as- 
signment, and  sometime  after  a  different  assignment  is 
made,  by  which  Topping  obtains  priority  over  him.  I 
assume  that  all  the  parties  were  fully  aware  of  their 
respective  claims.  I  have  in  vain  sought  for  any  author- 
ity to  warrant  my  holding  that  Joseph,  by  issuing  hisfi. 
fa.  an  hour  before  Topping,  obtained  any  advantage 
whatever,  except  over  property  legally  bound  by  his  writ. 
I  concede  that  he,  as  a  judgment  creditor,  may  have  had 
the  right  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  obtain  the 
benefit  of  this  personal  property  to  which,  in  the  state 
of  the  law  in  1856,  his  execution  did  not  apply.  But  I 
do  not  see  why  such  assistance  should  be  given  to  him, 
to  place  him  in  any  better  position  than  any  other  cred- 
itor of  equal  right,  whose  writ  happened  to  be  deliv- 
ered a  few  minutes  later  to  the  sheriff. 

Equality  in  such  a  case  would  seem  to  me  to  be  the 
highest  equity,  and  in  the  absence  of  clear  authority  I 
cannot  consider  it  right  to  give  Mr.  Joseph^nj  priority. 
He  had  such  priority  by  express  law  as  to  all  property 
bound  by  a  writ  of./?,  fa.  There  is  other  property  be- 
yond the  reach  of  his  writ,  and  he  has  to  ask  the  court 
to  enable  him  to  reach  it.  I  admit  that  the  weight  of 
modem  authority  shews  such  property  as  that  assigned 
to  HeaPm,  to  be  legal  rather  than  equitable  assets,  al- 
though the  aid  of  equity  be  required  to  charge  it.  But 
I  think  that  all  judgment  creditors  who  had  obtained 
executions  should  equally  participate  in  the  fund. 

I  do  not  see  any  satisfactory  evidence  that  (at  all 
events  as  regards  the  first  assignment)  Brown  was 
acting  in  fraud  of  his  co-partner  Joseph. 

To  support  the  decree,  I  must  hold  that  where  there 
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are  several  judgment  creditors  with  executions  in  the 
sheriff's  hands,  and  all  desirous  of  reaching  a  fund  held 
by  a  prior  execution  creditor  who  had  been  paid  by 
•exhausting  the  seizable  chattels,  that  in  making  that 
fund  available  the  court  will  expressly  substitute  the  fund 
for  the  chattels  so  seized,  and  thus  allow  the  creditor 
whose  execution  first  reached  the  sheriff's  hands  to  be 
paid  in  full  to  the  exclusion  of  other  judgment  creditors, 
possibly  earlier  in  date  of  recovery  to  him,  whom 
accident  may  have  left  a  few  yards  behind  in  the  race 
to  the  sheriff's  office.  Finding  no  authority  to  warrant 
such  a  dealing  with  a  fund  not  bound  in  any  way  by  the 
executions,  I  feel  most  unwilling  to  make  a  precedent 
in  favour  of  a  creditor  like  the  present  respondent. 

The  alterations  in  the  statute  law  since  1865  may 
possibly  prevent  the  recurrence  of  such  difficulties. 
But  I  think  the  plaintiff  fails  in  shewing  himself  en- 
titled to  any  of  the  relief  prayed  for  in  his  bill.  I  re- 
peat that  I  see  no  evidence  of  fraud  on  Brown's  part 
in  obtaining  the  first  assignment.  He  may  have  mis- 
represented the  effect  of  that  assignment  to  Joseph  on 
hh  return  to  Toronto.  He  swears  on  his  examination 
that  he  never  repudiated  the  first  assignment. 

I  find  an  assignment,  as  far  as  I  can  see,  fairly  taken 
from  Morgan  to  Tojyping,  jointly  with  Joseph  <6  Brown, 
the  latter  representing  his  firm  in  acceding  to  a  very 
just  arrangement.  The  whole  difficulty  seems  created 
by  Joseph  afterwards  determining  to  resort  to  his  right 
of  marshalling  the  assets,  and  ignoring  the  assignments 
altogether.  I  think  he  did  so  clearly  with  the  idea  that 
by  his  giving  the  notice  set  forth  in  his  bill,  he  could 
obtain  priority  over  Topping Bud  the  others  in  the  fund. 
For  the  reasons  already  stated,  I  think  he  fails  in  gain- 
ing such  priority.  He  does  not  ask  to  set  up  or  obtain 
the  benefit  of  the  first  assignment,  but  rests  wholly  on 
his  supposed  vantage  ground. 

I  think  this  bill  should  be  dismissed  as  to  Topping ^the 
21  1 B.  &  A 
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only  appellant,  but,  under  all  the  circumstances  dis- 
closed, without  costs.  Had  the  defendants  Heatati^ 
VanBrocklin,  or  Morgan  appealed,  the  bill  should  have 
been  dismissed  as  to  them  with  costs. 


Subsequently,  and  on  the  4th  of  September,  1861^ 
Heaton  moved  for  and  obtained  from  the  Court  of 
Chancery  an  order  allowing  him  to  appeal  from  the 
decree,  notwithstanding  the  time  within  which,  accord- 
ing to  the  practice  of  the  court,  he  should  do  so  had 
elapsed.  As  the  case  has  never  been  brought  on  again 
by  way  of  appeal,  it  is  believed  that  the  parties  ar- 
ranged the  matter  out  of  court. 


[Before  the  Hoti.  J.  B,  Robinson^  Chief  Justice ; 
the  Hon.  J.  B.  Macaulay,  C.  J.,  C,  P. ;  the  Hon.  W. 
H.  Blake,  ChanceUor ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Ju$tice McLean  ,* 
the  Hon.  Vice-chancellor  Esten ;  the  Han.  Mr.  Justice 
Bums ;  the  Hon.  Vice-chancellor  Spragge ;  and  the 
Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Richards.\ 

[On  an  Appbal  from  the  Court  op  Common  Plbas.] 


Brukskill  V.  Harris. 

P$w-holder — Church-wardens — Disturbance. 

The  church  of  St.  J.,  having  been  destroyed  by  fire,  it  was  agreed 
that  pew-holders  who  had  purchased  the  right  to  their  pews,  sub- 
ject to  a  ground  rent,  should  pay  a  certaiiy  sum,  and  be  reinstated- 
as  nearly  as  circumstances  would  permit  in  their  pews  in  a  new 
church.to  be  built  on  the  site  of  that  destroyed.  A.fter  tne  new  church 
was  built  one  of  such  pew-holders  refused  to  pay  a  sum  of  £2$. 
agreed  to  be  subscribed  by  him  towards  re-building  the  church, 
and  for  which  he  had  given  his  promissory  note,  whereupon  the 
church- wardens,  acting  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  of  the  vestry » 
removed  the  door  from  the  pew  claimed  by  him.  and  the  holder 
thereof  instituted  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  church-wardens 
for  disturbance  of  his  easement.  Held,  affirming  the  decision  of 
the  court  below,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  [Macaulay. 
C.  J.,  and  Burns,  J.,  dissenting.] 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case,  instituted 

*  Was  absent  when  judgment  was  delivered. 
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in  the  court  below,  by  Thomas  BrunskUl,  against 
Thomas  Dennie  Harris  and  Clarke  Gamble.  The'  decla- 
ration states  that  the  plaintiff  before  and  at  the  time 
when,  &c.f  was  and  thence  and  still  is  a  member  of  the 
Church  of  England,  and  a  pew-holder  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute,  in  the  church  of  St.  James,  in 
Toronto,  in  the  county  of  York,  the  same  church  having 
been  all  the  time  aforesaid,  and  still  being  of  the  com- 
munion of  the  United  Church  of  England  and  Ireland 
in  Upper  Canada,  and  the  plaintiff  was  during  all  the 
time  aforesaid  and  still  is  in  the  rightful  possession  of 
sitch  pewy  as  such  pew-holder,  and  by  reason  thereof  he 
during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  until  the  time  of  commit- 
ting the  grievances  after-mentioned,  had,  and  still  of 
right  ought  to  have  for  himself  and  family,  the  right  use 
and  benefit  of  the  said  pew  in  the  said  church,  that  is  to 
say,  that  certain  pew  known  and  called  No.  21,  in  the 
eastern  gallery  of  the  said  church,  to  hear  and  attend 
divine  service  celebrated  therein.  Yet  defendants  well 
knowing  the  premises,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  Ist  of  August, 
1858,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that 
day  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  unlawfully,  and 
without  the  leave  and  license,  and  against  the  will  of  the 
plaintiff,  entered  into  the  said  pew,  and  took,  removed 
and  carried  away  the  door  of  the  same ;  then  and  there 
being  upon  and  belonging  and  affixed  to  the  said  pew  as  a 
part  thereof,  and  so  kept  the  said  door  removed  from  the 
said  pew  during  the  time  aforesai(f,  and  during  the  cele- 
bration of  divine  service  in  the  said  church,  and  thereby 
^eatly  injured  the  said  pew,  and  disturbed  the  plaintiff 
in  the  enjoyment  thereof,  &c.,  in  so  full  and  ample  a 
manner,  &c.,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  plaintiff,  &c. 

The  defendants  plead  jointly,  1st,  that  they  are  not 
nor  is  either  of  them  guilty  of,  &c. 

# 

2nd .  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  at  the  said  times  when , 
Ac,  possessed  of  the  said  pew  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, as  such  pew-holder,  in  manner  and  form'alleged. 
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8rd.  That  the  plaintiff  at  the  said  times  when,  &o., 
bad  not,  nor  of  right  ought  to  have  had,  the  right  use 
of  or  benefit  of  the  said  pew  in  the  manner  and  form 
alleged. 

4th.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  at  the  said  time, 
when,  &c.,  a  pew-holder  in  the  church  of  St.  James, 
in  Toronto,  in  manner  and  form  alleged. 

Each  of  the  pleas  concluded  to  the  country,  and  the 
plaintiff  joined  issue  by  adding  similiters. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justioe 
Richards,  at  the  Toronto  assizes ;  and  from  the  notes 
taken  at  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  produced 
in  evidence  an  indenture  made  the  Ist  of  December, 
1842,  between  the  Honourable  and  Bight  Reverend 
John,  Lord  Bishopof  Toronto,  residing  in  the  city  of  Tor- 
onto, in  Canada,  the  Bector  of  Toronto,  and  Clarke  Gam- 
ble, and  Thomas  Dennie  Harris,  of  the  said  city  of  Tor- 
onto, churchwardens  of  the  church  of  St.  James,  in 
Toronto,  aforesaid,  of  the  first  part,  and  George  B.WUl- 
ard,  of  the  same  place,  &c.,  of  the  2nd  part,  whereby  af- 
ter reciting  the  provincial  statute,  3  Vic,  ch.  74,  to  make 
provision  for  the  management  of  the  temporalities  of  the 
United  Church  of  England  and  Ireland  in  this  province, 
and  that  the  said  Gamble  and  Harris  were  on  the  28th  of 
March,  then  last  past,  being  Easter  Monday,  according 
to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  duly  appointed  Church- 
wardens of  said  church  of  St.  James,  for  the  year  next 
ensuing,  and  that  the  said  Willard  had  become  the  pur- 
chaser of  the  pew  No.  21,  situated  in  the  eastern  gal- 
lery of  the  said  church  of  St.  James,  at  the  price  of 
;£40,  which  said  pew  was  subject  to  an  annual  ground- 
rent  or  yearly  charge  of  £2  10s.  rated  and  assessed 
thereon  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  act,  at 
a  vestry  meeting  called  for  that  special  purpose,  and 
held  in  the  said  church  of  St.  James,  on  the  10th 
of  July  then  last  past.    The  said  parties  of  the  first 
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part,  in  parsiiance  of  the  powers  in  them  vested  by 
the  said  act,  and  in  consideration  of  the  premises  and 
of  the  snm  of,  &c.,  which  was  thereby  acknowledged, 
granted,  bargained,  and  sold  unto  the  said  party  of 
the  second  part,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  all  and 
singular  that  certain  pew  above  named,  being  No.  21, 
Ac,  together  with  all  privileges  and  appurtenances, 
unto  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  and  for  his  and  their  sole  benefit,  use,  and 
behoof  for  ever,  subject  to  the  aforesaid  ground  rent 
of  £2  10s.,  payable  half-yearly,  on  the  1st  of  January 
and  July  in  each  year,  with  a  covenant  by  Willard  to 
pay  the  same,  to  the  parties  of  the  first  part,  or  their 
successors,  &c. 

By  deed-poll  dated  the  9th  of  June,  1848,  executed 
hjWillardf  and  endorsed  on  the  said  indenture,  PTtUard, 
in  consideration  of  ^£89  10s.,  granted,  bargained,  sold, 
assigned, transferred,  and  made  over  to  the  plaintiff,  his 
heirs  and  assigns  for  ever,  all  and  singular,  the  said  pew 
and  church  privilege,  subject  to  the  provisions,  condi- 
tions, and  agreements,  in  the  said  indenture  contained, 
&c.,  to  hold,  to  the  plaintiff,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  the 
sole  and  only  use  of  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 

The  execution  of  the  aforesaid  indenture  and  assign- 
ment was  admitted. 

The  plaintiff  also  produced  a  receipt  from  the  defen- 
liant  Harris,  dated  Toronto,  February  27,  1858,  for 
£18  6s.  8d.,  from  the  plaintiff,  being  the  1st,  2nd  and 
8rd  instalments  on  one-third  of  his  pew,  in  the  church 
of  St.  James.  Also  a  letter  dated  Toronto,  14th  of 
June,  from  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  requesting 
him  to  have  the  kindness  to  send  them  his  cheque  on 
or  before  Saturday  (then)  next,  for  £25,  as  per  account 
rendered,  and  adding  that  it  would  be  exceedingly 
painful  to  be  compelled  to  carry  into  execution  the 
order  of  the  late  vestry  meeting  with  reference  to  the 
undischarged  claim  of  the  church. 
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only  appellant,  but,  under  all  the  circumstances  dis- 
closed, without  costs.  Had  the  defendants  Heatoiiy 
VanBrocklin,  or  Morgan  appealed,  the  bill  should  have 
been  dismissed  as  to  them  with  costs. 


Subsequently,  and  on  the  4th  of  September,  1861, 
Heaton  moved  for  and  obtained  from  the  Court  of 
Chancery  an  order  allowing  him  to  appeal  from  the 
decree,  notwithstanding  the  time  within  which,  accord- 
ing  to  the  practice  of  the  court,  he  should  do  so  had 
elapsed.  As  the  case  has  never  been  brought  on  again 
by  way  of  appeal,  it  is  believed  that  the  parties  ar- 
ranged the  matter  out  of  court. 


[Before  the  Hofi.  J.  B.  Bobinsorij  Chief  Jmtiee ; 
the  Hon.  J.  B.  Macaulay,  C.  J.,  C.  P. ;  the  Hon.  W. 
H.  Blake,  Chancellor ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Jmtiee  McLean  ;* 
the  Hon.  Vice-Chancellor  Esten ;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
Bv/ms ;  the  Hon.  Vice-chancellor  Spragge ;  and  the 
Hon.  Mr.  Justice  RicJiards.] 

[On  an  Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.] 


Brukskill  V.  Harris. 

PtW'holdgr — Church-wardens — Disturbance. 

The  church  of  St.  J.,  having  been  destroyed  by  fire,  it  was  agreed 
that  pew-holders  who  had  purchased  the  right  to  their  pews,  sub- 
ject to  a  ground  rent,  should  pay  a  certaiiy  sum,  and  be  reinstated* 
as  nearly  as  circumstances  would  permit  in  their  pews  in  a  new 
church.to  be  built  on  the  site  of  that  destroyed.  After  the  new  church 
was  built  one  of  such  pew-holders  refused  to  pay  a  sum  of  £2^^ 
agreed  to  be  subscribed  by  him  towards  re-building  the  church, 
and  for  which  he  had  given  his  promissory  note,  whereupon  the 
church-wardens,  acting  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  of  the  vestr>% 
removed  the  door  from  the  pew  claimed  by  him.  and  the  holder 
thereof  instituted  an  action  on  the  case  against  the  church-wardens 
for  disturbance  of  his  easement.  Held,  affirming  the  decision  of 
the  court  below,  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  [Macaulay. 
C.  J.,  and  Burns.  J.,  dissenting.] 

This  was  an  action  of  trespass  on  the  case,  instituted 

*  Was  absent  when  judgment  was  delivered. 
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in  the  court  below,  by  Thomas  BrunskiU,  against 
Thonuu  Dennie  Harris  and  Clarke  Oamble.  The'  decla- 
ration states  that  the  plaintiff  before  and  at  the  time 
when,  (be,  was  and  thence  and  still  is  a  member  of  the 
Church  of  England,  and  a  pew-holder  according  to  the 
form  of  the  statute,  in  the  church  of  St.  James,  in 
Toronto,  in  the  county  of  York,  the  same  church  having 
been  all  the  time  aforesaid,  and  still  being  of  the  com- 
munion of  the  United  Church  of  England  and  Ireland 
in  Upper  Canada,  and  the  plaintiff  was  during  all  the 
time  aforesaid  and  still  is  in  the  rightful  possession  of 
such  pew,  as  such  pew-holder,  and  by  reason  thereof  he 
during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  until  the  time  of  commit- 
ting the  grievances  after-mentioned,  had,  and  still  of 
right  ought  to  have  for  himself  and  family,  the  right  use 
and  benefit  of  the  said  pew  in  the  said  church,  that  is  to 
say,  that  certain  pew  known  and  called  No.  21,  in  the 
eastern  gallery  of  the  said  church,  to  bear  and  attend 
divine  service  celebrated  therein.  Yet  defendants  well 
knowing  the  premises,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  of  August, 
1858,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between  that 
day  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  unlawfully,  and 
without  the  leave  and  license,  and  against  the  will  of  the 
plaintiff,  entered  into  the  said  pew,  and  took,  removed 
and  carried  away  the  door  of  the  same ;  then  and  there 
being  upon  and  belonging  and  affixed  to  the  said  pew  as  a 
part  thereof,  and  so  kept  the  said  door  removed  from  the 
said  pew  during  the  time  aforesai(t,  and  during  the  cele- 
bration of  divine  service  in  the  said  church,  and  thereby 
greatly  injured  the  said  pew,  and  disturbed  the  plaintiff 
in  the  enjoyment  thereof,  <&c.,  in  so  full  and  ample  a 
manner,  &c.,  to  the  damage  of  the  said  plaintiff,  &c. 

The  defendants  plead  jointly,  1st,  that  they  are  not 
nor  is  either  of  them  guilty  of,  &c. 

# 

2nd.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  at  the  said  times  when, 
&c.,  possessed  of  the  said  pew  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, as  such  pew-holder,  in  manner  and  form'alleged. 
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EsTEN,  Y.  G. — I  am  perfectly  clear  that  this  action 
eannot  be  maintained.  The  acts  proved  to  have  been 
doneby  the  rector  and  church-wardens  might  amonntto 
a  license,  but  then  the  act  complained  of  would  be  a  revo- 
cation of  it,  and  could  not  support  an  action.  The  only 
ground,  then,  on  which  the  action  can  be  rested  is,  that 
the  deed  of  1842  operated  as  a  conveyance  of,  or  the 
grant  of,  an  easement  in  a  totally  different  subject  from 
that  comprised  in  it.  The  words  are  not  prospective, 
applying  to  any  corresponding  pew  in  any  new  church, 
if  such  a  prospective  grant  would  be  good,  which  is  more 
than  doubtful.  It  is  quite  impossible,  I  think,  that  the 
deed  can  have  the  effect  contended  for  by  the  appellant ; 
and  therefore  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Burns,  J. — I  consider  that  the  effect  of  our  statute 
8  Victoria,  chapter  74,  is  to  create  a  property  as  re- 
spects the  freehold  in  pews  in  the  church  of  a  kind 
entirely  peculiar  ;  dependent,  however,  upon  the  prin- 
ciples which  govern  other  species  of  property,  so  far  as 
they  can  be  made  applicable  to  this  species,  which  is, 
as  I  think,  $ui  generis.  The  effect,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
of  enacting  that  a  freehold  interest  in  a  pew  may  be 
purchased,  while  at  the  same  time  the  freehold  in  the 
soil  upon  which  the  church  stands  is  vested  in  the 
parson,  and  the  possession  of  the  soil  and  church  is 
vested  in  the  incumbent  for  the  time  beiug  with  the 
church-wardens,  is,  that  it  is  an  inciorporeal  heredita- 
ment, capable  of  descending  and  being  transmitted  by 
conveyance  from  one  to  another. 

The  answer  to  the  objection  that  properly  speaking 
an  incorporeal  hereditament  is  not  the  subject  of  a  rent 
charge,  is,  that  the  statute  has  made  pews  subject  to 
such  rent  charge  as  the  vestry  from  time  to  time  may 
decide  upon.  The  enjoyment  of  this  incorporeal  heredi- 
tament must  of  course  be  consonant  with  the  terms,  and 
the  end  and  object  for  which  it  is  created  and  intended, 
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and  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  is  consistent 
with  the  laws  applicable  to  property  of  this  description. 

In  England  the  soil  and  freehold,  and  the  church  with 
it,  is  held  by  the  parson  to  and  for  the  uses  of  the 
parish,  and  no  individual  can  obtain  a  right  in  a  pew  as 
a  freehold  interest,  which  may  be  sold  and  disposed  of. 
Here,  by  our  statute,  the  soil  and  freehold  with  the 
church  is  held,  not  for  the  uses  of  the  parish,  but  to  and 
for  the  uses  of  such  persons  as  may  have  purchased 
pews,  and  others  who  may  rent  pews  or  sittings  from 
the  church- wardens.  When  a  person  purchases  a  pew 
he  acquires  something  for  which  he  gives  a  valuable 
consideration.  He  obtains  no  interest  in  the  materials 
of  which  the  building  is  constructed,  or  of  those  of 
which  the  pew  is  made.  The  nature  of  his  interest  is  to 
occupy  a  certain  space,  to  the  exclusion  of  others  at 
such  times  as  it  is  proper  the  church  be  used  for  wor- 
ship, and  other  ecclesiastical  purposes.  The  space  which 
he  has  purchased  the  exclusive  right  to  occupy  will  be 
tiubject  to  such  terms  in  the  way  of  a  rent  charge  as 
may  be  determined  upon  by  the  vestry  from  time  to 
time.  That  rent,  of  course,  is  not  a  thing  for  which  a 
distress  can  be  made,  but  it  may  exist  by  contract,  in 
which  case  the  covenantor  would  be  personally  liable  ; 
or  it  may  be  enforced  by  excluding  the  purchaser  in  an 
ejectment  for  non-payment.  Then  is  the  destruction 
of  the  church  or  the  re-building  of  it  upon  another  or 
a  different  site,  a  destruction  of  the  property  which 
the  purchaser  has  thus  acquired  ? 

First,  is  the  destruction  of  the  church  a  destruction  of 
the  right  of  a  pew-holder  who  has  purchased  ?  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not.  It  seems  to  be  admitted  on  all 
hands,  if  the  church-wardens  had  a  sufficient  amount 
insured  upon  the  church  to  enable  them,  in  case  of  fire, 
to  re-build,  and  did  accordingly  re-build,  after  destruc- 
tion, that  the  rights  of  the  pew-holders  would  remain 
as  they  were  before.  If  that  be  so  or  if  the  pew-holder 
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Ebtbn,  V.  C. — I  am  perfectly  clear  that  this  action 
eannot  be  maintained.  The  acts  proved  to  have  been 
done  by  the  rector  and  church- wardens  might  amount  to 
a  license,  but  then  the  act  complained  of  would  be  a  revo- 
cation of  it,  and  could  not  support  an  action.  The  only 
ground,  then,  on  which  the  action  can  be  rested  is,  that 
the  deed  of  1842  operated  as  a  conveyance  of,  or  the 
grant  of,  an  easement  in  a  totally  different  subject  from 
that  comprised  in  it.  The  words  are  not  prospective, 
applying  to  any  corresponding  pew  in  any  new  church, 
if  such  a  prospective  grant  would  be  good,  which  is  more 
than  doubtful.  It  is  quite  impossible,  I  think,  that  the 
deed  can  have  the  effect  contended  for  by  the  appellant  ; 
and  therefore  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  affirmed,  audthe  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Burns,  J. — I  consider  that  the  effect  of  our  statute 
8  Victoria,  chapter  74,  is  to  create  a  property  as  re- 
spects the  freehold  in  pews  in  the  church  of  a  kind 
entirely  peculiar  ;  dependent,  however,  upon  the  prin- 
ciples which  govern  other  species  of  property,  so  far  as 
they  can  be  made  applicable  to  this  species,  which  is, 
as  I  think,  $ui  generis.  The  effect,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
of  enacting  that  a  freehold  interest  in  a  pew  may  be 
purchased,  while  at  the  same  time  the  freehold  in  the 
soil  upon  which  the  church  stands  is  vested  in  the 
parson,  and  the  possession  of  the  soil  and  church  is 
vested  in  the  incumbent  for  the  time  l>eiug  with  the 
church-wardens,  is,  that  it  is  an  incorporeal  heredita- 
ment, capable  of  descending  and  being  transmitted  by 
conveyance  from  one  to  another. 

The  answer  to  the  objection  that  properly  speaking 
an  incorporeal  hereditament  is  not  the  subject  of  a  rent 
charge,  is,  that  the  statute  has  ma^e  pews  subject  to 
such  rent  charge  as  the  vestry  from  time  to  time  may 
decide  upon.  The  enjoyment  of  this  incorporeal  heredi- 
tament must  of  course  be  consonant  with  the  terms,  and 
the  end  and  object  for  which  it  is  created  and  intended, 
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EsTEN,  Y.  G. — I  am  perfectly  clear  that  this  action 
cannot  be  maintained.  The  acts  proved  to  have  been 
done  by  the  rector  and  church-wardens  might  amoontto 
a  license,  but  then  the  act  complained  of  would  be  a  revo- 
cation of  it,  and  could  not  support  an  action.  The  only 
ground,  then,  on  which  the  action  can  be  rested  is,  that 
the  deed  of  1842  operated  as  a  conveyance  of,  or  the 
grant  of,  an  easement  in  a  totally  different  subject  from 
that  comprised  in  it.  The  words  are  not  prospective, 
applying  to  any  corresponding  pew  in  any  new  church, 
if  such  a  prospective  grant  would  be  good,  which  is  more 
than  doubtful.  It  is  quite  impossible,  I  think,  that  the 
deed  can  have  the  effect  contended  for  by  the  appellant ; 
and  therefore  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Burns,  J. — I  consider  that  the  effect  of  our  statute 
8  Victoria,  chapter  74,  is  to  create  a  property  as  re- 
spects the  freehold  in  pews  in  the  church  of  a  kind 
entirely  peculiar  ;  dependent,  however,  upon  the  prin- 
ciples which  govern  other  species  of  property,  so  far  as 
they  can  be  made  applicable  to  this  species,  which  is, 
as  I  think,  tui  generis.  The  effect,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
of  enacting  that  a  freehold  interest  in  a  pew  may  be 
purchased,  while  at  the  same  time  the  freehold  in  the 
soil  upon  which  the  church  stands  is  vested  in  the 
parson,  and  the  possession  of  the  soil  and  church  is 
vested  in  the  incumbent  for  the  time  beiug  with  the 
church-wardens,  is,  that  it  is  an  incorporeal  heredita- 
ment, capable  of  descending  and  being  transmitted  by 
conveyance  from  one  to  another. 

The  answer  to  the  objection  that  properly  speaking 
an  incorporeal  hereditament  is  not  the  subject  of  a  rent 
charge,  is,  that  the  statute  has  made  pews  subject  to 
«uch  rent  charge  as  the  vestry  from  time  to  time  may 
decide  upon.  The  enjoyment  of  this  incorporeal  heredi- 
tament must  of  course  be  consonant  with  the  terms,  and 
the  end  and  object  for  which  it  is  created  and  intended. 
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and  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  is  consistent 
with  the  laws  applicable  to  property  of  this  description. 

In  England  the  soil  and  freehold,  and  the  church  with 
it,  is  held  by  the  parson  to  and  for  the  uses  of  the 
parish,  and  no  individual  can  obtain  a  right  in  a  pew  as 
a  freehold  interest,  which  may  be  sold  and  disposed  of. 
Here,  by  our  statute,  the  soil  and  freehold  with  the 
church  is  held,  not  for  the  uses  of  the  parish,  but  to  and 
for  the  uses  of  such  persons  as  may  have  purchased 
pews,  and  others  who  may  rent  pews  or  sittings  from 
the  church- wardens.  When  a  person  purchases  a  pew 
he  acquires  something  for  which  he  gives  a  valuable 
consideration.  He  obtains  no  interest  in  the  materials 
of  which  the  building  is  constructed,  or  of  those  of 
which  the  pew  is  made.  The  nature  of  his  interest  is  to 
occupy  a  certain  space,  to  the  exclusion  of  others  at 
such  times  as  it  is  proper  the  church  be  used  for  wor- 
ship, and  other  ecclesiastical  purposes.  The  space  which 
he  has  purchased  the  exclusive  right  to  occupy  will  be 
tiubject  to  such  terms  in  the  way  of  a  rent  charge  as 
may  be  determined  upon  by  the  vestry  from  time  to 
time.  That  rent,  of  course,  is  not  a  thing  for  which  a 
distress  can  be  made,  but  it  may  exist  by  contract,  in 
which  case  the  covenantor  would  be  personally  liable; 
or  it  may  be  enforced  by  excluding  the  purchaser  in  an 
ejectment  for  non-payment.  Then  is  the  destruction 
of  the  church  or  the  re-building  of  it  upon  another  or 
a  different  site,  a  destruction  of  the  property  which 
the  purchaEer  has  thus  acquired  ? 

First,  is  the  destruction  of  the  church  a  destruction  of 
the  right  of  a  pew-holder  who  has  purchased  ?  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not.  It  seems  to  be  admitted  on  all 
hands,  if  the  church-wardens  had  a  sufficient  amount 
insured  upon  the  church  to  enable  them,  in  case  of  fire, 
to  re-build,  and  did  accordingly  re-build,  after  destruc- 
tion, that  the  rights  of  the  pew-holders  would  remain 
as  they  were  before.  If  that  be  so  or  if  the  pew-holder 
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church-wardens,  is,  that  it  is  an  im^orporeal  heredita- 
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and  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  is  consistent 
with  the  laws  applicable  to  property  of  this  description. 

In  England  the  soil  and  freehold,  and  the  church  with 
it,  is  held  by  the  parson  to  and  for  the  uses  of  the 
parish,  and  no  individual  can  obtain  a  right  in  a  pew  as 
a  freehold  interest,  which  may  be  sold  and  disposed  of. 
Here,  by  our  statute,  the  soil  and  freehold  with  the 
church  is  held,  not  for  the  uses  of  the  parish,  but  to  and 
for  the  uses  of  such  persons  as  may  have  purchased 
pews,  and  others  who  may  rent  pews  or  sittings  from 
the  church-wardens.  When  a  person  purchases  a  pew 
he  acquires  something  for  which  he  gives  a  valuable 
consideration.  He  obtains  no  interest  in  the  materials 
of  which  the  building  is  constructed,  or  of  those  of 
which  the  pew  is  made.  The  nature  of  his  interest  is  to 
occupy  a  certain  space,  to  the  exclusion  of  others  at 
such  times  as  it  is  proper  the  church  be  used  for  wor- 
ship, and  other  ecclesiastical  purposes.  The  space  which 
he  has  purchased  the  exclusive  right  to  occupy  will  be 
subject  to  such  terms  in  the  way  of  a  rent  charge  as 
may  be  determined  upon  by  the  vestry  from  time  to 
time.  That  rent,  of  course,  is  not  a  thing  for  which  a 
distress  can  be  made,  but  it  may  exist  by  contract,  in 
which  case  the  covenantor  would  be  personally  liable; 
or  it  may  be  enforced  by  excluding  the  purchaser  in  an 
ejectment  for  non-payment.  Then  is  the  destruction 
of  the  church  or  the  re-building  of  it  upon  another  or 
a  different  site,  a  destruction  of  the  property  which 
the  purchager  has  thus  acquired  ? 

First,  is  the  destruction  of  the  church  a  destruction  of 
the  right  of  a  pew-holder  who  has  purchased  ?  I  am  of 
opinion  that  it  is  not.  It  seems  to  be  admitted  on  all 
hands,  if  the  church-wardens  had  a  sufficient  amount 
insured  upon  the  church  to  enable  them,  in  case  of  fire, 
to  re-build,  and  did  accordingly  re- build,  after  destruc- 
tion, that  the  rights  of  the  pew-holders  would  remain 
as  they  were  before.  If  that  be  so  or  if  the  pew-holder 
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has  8om6  interest  in  the  insurance  money  if  there  be  an 
insurance,  under  what  authority  is  it,  or  by  what  influ- 
ence does  the  pew-holder  claim  that  he  be  restored  to  a 
pew  .for  the  one  he  occupied  before  the  destruction ;  or 
that  he  may  hare  something  to  say  respecting  the  insur- 
ance money  ?  It  can  only  be,  as  I  apprehend,  because 
he  has  purchased  something  for  which  he  gave  a  valuable 
consideration,  and  that  was  a  freehold  interest  in  a  par- 
ticular locality.  If  the  destruction  of  the  building 
caused  the  destruction  of  his  right,  then  his  freehold  was 
liable  to  be  put  an  end  to  the  next  minute  after  he  pur- 
chased it.  One  of  the  very  objects  of  a  rent  charge 
upon  pews  may  be  to  provide  a  fund  to  pay  insurance, 
and  knowing  that  to  be  so,  a  purchaser  may  give  a  larger 
price  for  a  pew,  because  then  he  knows  the  means  can 
be  obtained  from  which  to  restore  him,  in  case  of  casu- 
alty, to  the  occupancy  of  the  locality  which  he  buys. 
If  an  insurance  be  kept  up  from  the  fund  provided  by 
the  pew-rents,  then  each  pew-holder  in  that  way  contri- 
butes towards  the  restoration.  That  fund  may  or  may 
not  be  sufficient  to  restore,  but  if  it  is  not  the  principle 
which  governs  remains  the  same.  If  it  be  correct  that 
a  pew-holder  has  an  interest  in  case  the  church  be 
insured,  then  why  should  not  his  interest  still  remain 
when  there  is  no  insurance  ?  The  only  difference  is, 
that  some  other  mode  for  restoration,  in  case  of  casualty, 
must  be  resorted  to.  It  appears  to  me  the  very  object 
of  making  the  pews  to  be  held  subject  to  such  terms  in 
the  way  of  rent  as  the  vestrymay  decide  upon,  is  that 
the  expenses  which  may  be  necessary  may  be  provided 
for.  These  expenses  may  be  various,  including  the  min- 
ister's salary,  and  a  sufficient  sum  for  repairs,  under 
which  head  re-building  after  a  fire  would  come.  In 
case  of  leasing  a  pew,  the  rent  might  cease  with  the 
destruction  of  the  building,  but  I  apprehend  a  different 
rule  would  prevail  in  respect  of  one  purchased  in  free- 
hold, subject  to  a  rent.  The  purchaser  would,  I  think, 
be  bound  to  pay  the  rent  charge  notwithstanding  the 
destruction   of  the  building.      As  I  have  said,  the 
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miaister's  salary  may  be  provided  for  oat  of  the  fond 
from  the  pew-rents,  but  if  the  destruction  of  the  bnild- 
ing  caused  the  right  of  the  pew-holder  to  cease,  of 
course  the  liability  to  pay  rent  would  also  end,  and 
then  there  would  be  no  means,  from  those  holding  in 
freehold  to  pay  either  the  minister's  salary,  or  to  pro- 
vide for  restoring  the  building.  If  the  right  to  a  pew 
remained  after  the  destruction  of  the  church,  it  is  clear 
to  me  that  the  liability  to  pay  according  to  the  terms 
agreed  upon  also  remained.  These  rights  and  liabili- 
ties, I  think,  remain  intact,  and  the  only*  thing  in  abey* 
ance  is  the  use  of  the  right  in  the  way  of  occupation  of 
the  locality  in  the  church  so  purchased,  until  the  resto- 
ration. 

Every  vestry  in  prudence  should  decide  the  amount 
of  the  pew  rents  with  a  due  and  proper  regard  for  casu- 
alties ;  and  the  incumbents  and  church-wardens  in 
granting  the  faculties  for  pews  should  take  care  that  the 
grant  properly  provides  for  future  difficulties.  If  facul- 
ties have  been  granted  without  taking  care  of  these 
things,  that  will  not  alter  the  law;  all  that  can  be  said  is, 
that  the  afifairs  of  the  particular  church  have  not  been 
prudently  managed,  or  that  the  various  interests  have 
not  been  sufficiently  guarded  or  provided  for.  I  cannot 
imagine  that  in  case  of  the  destruction  of  the  building, 
when  the  minister's  salary  is  to  be  paid  from  pew-rents, 
his  salary  is  to  cease.  It  may  be  afifected,  it  is  true,  when 
the  pews  were  only  leased  and  not  sold,  but  then  upon 
the  church  bein^  restored  the  pews  would  all  be  in  the 
incumbent  and  church- wardens,  to  be  again  disposed  of. 

In  the  case  of  a  sale  of  the  freehold  interest,  I  take  it 
that  both  parties  deal  upon  the  terms  of  mutuality ;  that 
is,  that  a  certain  privilege  is  granted  on  the  one  hand, 
not  that  it  may  last  for  an  hour  or  a  year  according  as 
a  casualty  may  happen,  but  that  it  is  a  privilege  to 
last  for  all  time  to  come;  and  on  the  other  hand  the 
person  accepting  of  the  privilege  comes  under  the  lia- 
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bility  which  runs  with  the  privilege,  and  which  liabil- 
ity, if  prudently  directed,  will  enable  the  privilege  to 
be  enjoyed  at  all  times  with  as  little  interruption  as  pos- 
sible. The  interruption  may  be  short,  or  it  may  be  a 
long  time,  or  it  may  be  such  as  that  the  privilege  can 
never  again  be  enjoyed  ;  but  I  do  not  see  that  any  of 
these  contingencies  destroys  the  legal  right  to  the  pri- 
vilege, that  must  remain,  and  whether  it  be  a  long 
time  before  things  can  be  restored  to  a  state  in  which 
the  privilege  can  be  again  enjoyed,  or  whether  it  ever 
be  done,  is  only  a  matter  of  prudent  arrangement  and 
management  in  the  church- wardens  and  vestry.  Tho 
destruction  of  the  church  does  not  in  my  opinion  destroy 
the  vestry.  When  I  say  destruction  of  the  church,  I 
.  mean  the  building,  for  the  word  church  has  a  two-fold 
meaning.  It  is  commonly  used  among  laymen  to  sig- 
nify the  building,  but  is  generally  used  also  to  signify 
the  collective  body  of  christians  attached  to  a  particular 
form  of  worship.  The  word  is  also  applied  to  a  congre- 
gation merely  assembled  in  a  private  house.  For  an 
instance,  see  4th  chapter  of  CoUossians,  v.  15.  If  after 
the  destruction  of  the  building  the  congregation  met,, 
and  continued  together,  no  matter  where  it  assembled, 
it  would  still  be  the  church,  and  the  vestry  would  re- 
main, as  before,  and  be  elected  by  the  pew-holders. 

Secondly,  will  the  erection  of  a  new  church  on  a  dif- 
ferent foundation  from  the  one  destroyed,  prevent  a 
pew-holder  from  having  a  pew  assigned  to  him  ?  J  do 
not  think  it  will.  It  seems  to  me  that  in  holding  the 
property  to  be  an  incorporeal  hereditament  decides  this 
point.  When  the  pew-holder  purchased  it,  it  is  true  he 
bought  a  particular  locality,  but  then  that  is  subject  to 
the  rights  and  interests  of  the  whole  body,  and  affected 
as  to  change  of  site,  according  as  the  vestry  might  de- 
termine. I  do  not  understand  that  the  purchaser  is 
to  be  confined  to  a  particular  spot  on  the  ground  floor, 
or  a  particular  spot  in  the  air  above,  as  in  the  gallery,, 
because  if  so,  that  of  necessity  would  compel  a  recon- 
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struetion  of  the  building  upon  precisely  the  same  spot. 
I  treat  the  purchase  as  one  of  a  privilege  to  occupy 
exclusively  a  particular  place  when  the  purchase  is  made^ 
but  liable  to  be  shifted  at  an  adjustment  to  be  made 
when  it  is  necessary  to  re-build.  The  freehold,  as  before 
remarked,  is  not  in  the  materials  of  the  church  or  of  the 
pew.  I  think  it  is  in  the  right  to  occupy  a  pew ;  that 
right  when  first  purchased  was  indicated  by  a  particular 
locality,  which  could  be  identified.  So  long  as  that 
identity  existed  the  right,  and  freehold  in  the  right, 
would  be  confined  to  that  place,  but  when  that  identity 
was  lost  then  an  adjustment  must  take  place.  I  do  not 
think  the  vestry  were  bound  to  re-build  precisely  upon 
the  same  foundation.  It  might  for  many  reasons  be 
desirable  to  enlarge  the  building,  and  it  might  also  be 
desirable  to  change  the  site,  possibly  it  might,  though  I 
4o  not  see  why,  be  thought  necessary  to  build  of  smaller 
dimensions  than  the  original ;  or  it  might  be  thought 
better  to  construct  two  churches  instead  of  one,  and  all 
these  powers,  I  think,  were  vested  in  the  vestry. 
Exercising  the  power  of  re-building  in  any  of  these 
ways,  would  not,  as  it  appears  to  me,  destroy  the  right 
of  a  pew-holder  to  have  a  pew.  He  could  not  of  course 
select  for  himself,  which  pew  be  would  have. 

The  church-wardens  are  declared  to  be  as  a  corpora- 
tion to  represent  the  interests  of  the  church  and  of  the 
members  thereof.  The  possession  of  the  church  is  in 
them  and  the  incumbent,  and  I  apprehend  it  would  be 
their  duty  to  subdivide  that  possession  among  the  pew- 
holders,  according  to  their  respective  rights.  If  this  be 
so,  then  it  is  obvious  that  if  the  church  be  reconstructed 
upon  other  ground,  or  if  the  church  be  smaller,  or  if 
there  should  be  two  instead  of  one,  it  would  make  no 
difference  as  regards  such  duty.  What  course  it  might 
be  necessary  to  pursue  in  case  there  were  a  disagreement 
as  to  the  adjustment  of  the  pews,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
say,  for  this  case  presents  no  difficulties  of  that  kind. 
My  idea  is,  that  the  freehold  in  the  pew  consists  of  the 
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right  to  a  pew,  and  viewing  it  in  that  light,  I  do  not 
feel  pressed  with  any  difficulty  about  a  change  of  the 
ground  upon  which  the  new  building  stands.  The  right 
will  be  confined,  of  course,  as  long  as  identity  remains, 
but  the  want  of  identity,  I  do  not  think,  destroys  the 
right ;  after  that  is  lost  it  is  a  matter  of  re-arrangement 
and  adjustment  to  determine  where  the  right  shall 
attach,  whenever  circumstances  have  occurred  which 
enable  the  right  again  to  be  claimed,  and  brought  into 
operation  for  use.  I  do  not  see  that  any  new  faculty 
is  required  in  order  to  exercise  the  right,  the  adjust- 
ment will  settle  that  matter.  Nor  do  I  see  that  calling 
the  space  or  locality  in  the  restored  building  by  any 
different  name  from  what  the  former  was  designated, 
makes  any  difference.  The  right  being,  as  I  think,  an 
incorporeal  one,  not  dependent  upon  the  materials  of 
which  the  church  and  pew  are  composed,  nor  in  the 
identical  spot  upon  which  the  church  at  first  stood, 
does,  in  my  humble  opinion,  answer  all  the  difficulties 
which  may  be  raised.  Possibly  there  may  be  cases  in 
which  it  may  be  difficultto  carry  out  my  views  fully,  but 
that  I  consider  would  be  a  defect  in  a  want  of  sufficient 
provisionsinthe  law,  and  which  in  that  respect  may  call 
for  some  alteration  or  amendment ;  but  after  the  legisla- 
ture has  declared  that  the  absolute  purchase  of  a  pew, 
(for  which  we  may  suppose  a  sufficiently  valuable  con- 
sideration was  paid,)  shall  be  construed  as  a  freehold  of 
inheritance,and  may  be  bargained,  sold,  and  assigned,  I 
cannot  bring  my  mind  to  believe  that  such  property,  as 
well  as  the  consequences  dependent  upon  it,  such  as  the 
minister's  salary,  the  constitution  of  the  church  vestry 
and  other  matters,  all  ended  and  became  dissolved  by 
the  destruction  of  the  property,  or  by  its  being  changed 
in  appearance,  or  in  the  site,  by  the  decision  of  the 
majority  of  those  having  a  voice  in  the  matter. 

Having  defined  what  I  consider  to  be  the  rights  of  a 
pew-holder,  the  question  then  is,  whether  the  facts  of 
the  present  case  will  enable  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  an 
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action  on  the  case  for  taking  off  the  door  of  the  pew 
which  the  plaintiff  now  claims  to  be  his  in  the  new 
church.  The  first  question  is,  whether  he  had  such  a 
possession  as  will  entitle  him  to  maintain  any  action  ? 
I  think  he  had.  Whether  any  adjustment  in  truth  did 
take  place,  so  that  each  pew-holder  knew  the  locality 
upon  which  his  right  was  to  attach,  has  not  been  proved, 
but  there  is  what  I  consider  equivalent  to  it,  so  far  as 
respects  the  plaintiff.  It  appears  that  the  person 
whom  he  employed  to  cushion  and  carpet  the  pew  ap- 
plied to  one  of  the  defendants  to  know  which  it  was,  and 
he  was  informed.  It  appears  also  that  plaintiff  has  oc- 
cupied it  since  without  any  complaint  made  that  he  was 
occupying  one  not  intended  for  or  assigned  to  him.  The 
defendants,  before  the  door  was  taken  off,  recognized 
that  the  pew  in  question  was  for  the  plaintiff,  and  do  not 
question  his  right  upon  any  other  ground  than  non- 
payment of  the  sum  claimed  to  be  due  ;  and  in  the  very 
act  of  the  door  being  taken  off,  it  was  done  because  the 
pew  was  recognized  as  being  the  plaintiff's.  Whether 
he  or  his  family  had  actually  occupied  it  before  the  door 
was  removed,  I  think  of  no  consequence  ;  the  question 
is,  had  he  the  right  to  occupy.  I  think  the  defendants 
would  not  even  question  that  right  now,  if  the  plaintiff 
had  paid  what  was  demanded  of  him.  It  is  not  a  pro- 
per spirit  certainly,  after  having  subscribed  towards 
the  re-construction  of  the  church,  not  to  make  good  the 
subscription  because  some  difficulties  may  have  arisen 
between  the  plaintiff  and  one  of  the  church-wardens. 

The  faith  of  keeping  good  their  subscriptions  is  not  a 
matter  between  an  individual  and  the  church-wardens, 
but  it  rests  with  the  body  of  subscribers,  and  it  is  unjust 
to  them  for  individuals  to  recede  from  the  subscription. 
That  is  a  matter,  however,  beside  the  question  of  the 
legal  rights  of  the  parties.  The  second  question,  sup- 
posing the  plaintiff  to  be  sufficiently  possessed  of  the 
pew,  is,  whether  the  act  of  the  defendants  is  one  injuring 
the  pew,  which  will  give  him  a  right  of  action  ?  I  do  not 
22  I  E.  &  A. 
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think  the  plaintiff  could  of  his  own  will  and  pleasnre 
fit  up  the  pew  as  he  liked ;  he  must  conform  to  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  established  in  that 
respect,  and  have  the  assent  of  the  incumbent  and 
church-wardens  as  to  the  manner  of  doing  it.  The 
incumbent  and  church- wardens,  I  take  it,  had  authority 
in  the  matter  of  fitting  up  and  decorating  the  pews  of 
the  church.  They  might  have  constructed  them  all 
without  doors,  or  they  might  have  made  some  with  doors 
and  others  without,  and  I  apprehend  the  pew-holders 
would  have  no  cause  of  complaint  because  the  pews 
were  not  constructed  to  their  liking.  Here  in  the  pre- 
sent case  the  pew  was  constructed  according  to  a  certain 
mode,  and  it  had  a  door,  and  it  was  intended  it  should 
have  one,  and  that  it  should  remain  if  the  plaintiff 
had  paid  the  amount  demanded  of  him.  It  may  be 
said  that  the  pew  may  as  well  be  occupied  without  a 
door  as  with  one,  and  that  it  is  no  injury  to  remove 
the  door.  In  one  sense  that  is  so,  but  the  question  is, 
whether  there  be  any  right  after  a  pew  has  been  ac- 
quired and  assigned  to  a  person,  to  do  an  act  which 
renders  it  different  from  all  other  pews,  and  makes  it 
singular  and  to  attract  attention.  I  do  not  think  there 
is  any  such  right  in  the  church-wardens.  If  they  could 
take  off  the  door  of  a  pew  because  the  subscription 
was  not  paid,  then  they  could  do  so  for  any  other  matter 
connected  with  the  xihurch  which  the  pew -holder  re- 
fused to  comply  with.  And  if  they  have  the  power  to 
remove  a  door  in  such  a  case,  I  see  no  reason  why  they 
would  not  have  the  same  power  in  cases  where  parties 
had  paid.  All  these  powers,  it  seems  to  me,  are  to  be 
exercised  for  the  interests  of  the  church  and  the 
members  thereof.  Now,  if  the  vestry  should  by  a 
majority  resolve  that  the  pews  should  have  no  doors, 
then  no  individual  would  in  my  opinion  have  a  right 
to  render  his  pew  singular  by  keeping  a  door  on  it. 
The  same  principle  operates  in  this  case.  By  doors 
being  put  to  the  pews  we  must  suppose  it  is  with  the 
assent  of  the  majority,  and  the  church-wardens  have  no 
right  to  render  any  of  them  singular  without  the  assent 
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of  the  proprietor.  Doing  an  act  which  renders  the  pew 
singalar  from  the  others,  and  attracts  attention,  if 
done  with  the  intention  of  pointing  out  the  proprietor 
as  standing  in  a  different  position  from  other  members 
of  the  congregation,  is  in  my  opinion  an  injury.  If  the 
same  act  were  done  to  render  the  church  uniform,  the 
case  would  be  reversed,  it  would  then  be  done  to  pre- 
vent individuals  from  making  themselves  singular. 
The  injury  consists  in  the  intent,  in  a  case  like  this. 
It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  the  action  is  well  sustained. 

The  form  of  action  being  case  instead  of  trespass, 
is,  I  think  correct.  Case  is  the  only  proper  form  of 
action  for  injuries  to  incorporeal  rights. 

For  these  reasons  I  think  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  should  be  reversed,  and  the  plaintiff  be  allowed 
to  enter  his  judgment  upon  the  verdict. 

SpaiooE,  Y.  G. — I  am  not  prepared  to  dissent  from 
the  judgment  in  which  a  majority  of  the  court  has  con- 
curred. 

To  a  certain  extent  I  am  disposed  to  agree  in  the 
view  taken  in  the  learned  and  elaborate  judgment  of  the 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas  in  the  court  below ; 
and  if  the  present  church  of  St.  James  had  been  built 
upon  the  site  of  the  one  destroyed  by  fire,  with  an  ar- 
rangement of  the  pews  corresponding  with  those  de- 
stroyed, I  should  have  felt  dijBQculty  in  denying  to  the 
plaintiff  his  right  to  a  pew  in  the  new  church,  corres- 
ponding with  the  one  in  the  building  destroyed. 

But  dealing  in  this  case  with  a  matter  of  strict  legal 
right,  it  lies  upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  a  title  in  law, 
an  estate,  in  the  identical  pew,  the  disturbance  in  the 
possession  of  which  is  the  subject  of  this  action.  The 
erection  of  the  new  church  on  a  new  site,  different 
from  that  on  which  the  former  one  stood,  creates  diffi- 


840  EBROB  AND   APPEAL   REPORTS. 

culties  in  the  way  of  the  legal  right  claimed,  which  I 
have  been'unable  to  overcome — this  difficulty  is  a  tech- 
nical one  merely,  for  if  the  new  church  is  built  partly 
from  funds  belonging  to  the  pew-holders  in  the  former 
church,  and  the  residue  by  funds  contributed  rateably 
by  the  same  pew-holders,  of  whom  the  plaintiff  was 
one,  there  can  be  no  ground  in  reason  why  the  mere 
change  of  site  should  disentitle  the  plaintiff  to  a  corres- 
ponding pew  in  the  new  church,  when  if  the  same  site 
had  been  retained  he  would  have  been  entitled.  But  to 
sustain  this  action  he  must  have  more  than  aright  to  be 
re-instated  in  his  pew ;  he  must  have  a  legal  estate  in  the 
pew ;  he  may  have  the  first,  and  be  able  to  enforce  that 
right,  but  I  cannot  follow  the  learned  Chief  Justice  of  the 
Common  Pleas  in  his  attempt  to  establish  the  second. 

On  the  other  hand  there  is  much  in  the  circumstances 
under  which  churches  are  built  in  this  country,  to  fa- 
vour the  idea  that  the  right  acquired  in  a  pew  by  abso- 
lute purchase  is  no  more  than  aright  to  that  pew  as  long 
as  the  building  in  which  the  pew  is  situated  may  last. 
The  vestry  is  constituted  in  relation  to  the  building, 
and  not  as  in  England,  of  the  rate-payers  of  a  parish. 
Again,  the  soil  and  freehold  of  the  site  of  the  church  are 
in  the  incumbent.  He  is  a  trustee,  and  the  ceMttUs  qm 
trustenty  I  apprehend,  are  not  only  the  pew-holders  of 
such  church  as  may  happen  to  be  on  the  ground,  bat  of 
all  members  of  the  church  in  the  locality.  Take  the 
case  of  a  church  which  had  become  altogether  inade- 
quate to  the  accommodation  of  an  increased  population, 
and  such  a  church  becoming  ruinous  or  destroyed,  it 
would  be  difficult,  I  apprehend,  to  deny  to  the  whole 
body  of  the  churchmen  of  the  locality  a  right  to  erect  a 
suitable  church  upon  the  ground  reserved  and  set  apart 
for  the  erection  of  a  church,  and  I  do  not  see  how  such 
right  could  be  overridden  by  the  body  of  individuals  who 
had  been  pew-holders  in  the  old  church.  If  the  prefer- 
able right  were  with  such  pew-holders,  I  am  not  sure 
that  it  would  not  be  a  denial  of  the  right  of  the  whole  body 
of  the  congregation,  in  favour  of  a  portion  of  that  body. 
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Bat  however  this  may  be,  I  have  been  unable  to  see 
the  legal  right  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  pew  in  question, 
which  is  necessary  to  support  this  action. 

With  regard  to  moneys  received  from  the  insurance 
of  the  church  building,  destroyed  by  fire,  it  is  one 
question  who  may  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  such 
moneys,  and  quite  another  question  whether  they  give 
any  right  to  those  entitled  to  them,  to  have  them  ap- 
plied in  the  re-construction  of  precisely  such  a  church 
as  the  one  destroyed ;  and  even  if  they  conferred  such 
right,  there  would  still  remain  the  question  whether 
such  a  right  carried  with  it  a  legal  title  to  pews  in  the 
newly-erected  church.  * 


[Before  the  Hon.  Sir  J.  B.  Rtybinson,  Bart.,  0.  J.  ; 
the  Hon.  W.  H.  Draper,  C.  B.,  C.  J.,  C.  P. ;  the  Hon. 
Mr.  Justice  McLean ;  the  Hon.  Vice-Gliancellor  Esten ; 
the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Barns  ;  the  Hon.  Vice-Chancellor 
Spragge;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Ricliards;  and  the  Hon. 
Mr.  Justice  Hagarty.] 

[On  an  Appeal  from  thb  Court  of  Common  Pleas.] 


Cabroli;.  v.  Potter. 

Attachment  against  absconding  debtor — Execution  sued  out  in  action 
not  commenced  by  summons. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgmeDt  of  the  court  below,  that  a  writ  of  execu- 
tion against  the  goods  of  an  absconding  debtor,  issued  upon  a 
judgment  entered  up  prior  to  his  absconding,  was  entitled  to 
priority  over  writs  of  attachment  placed  in  the  sherifi's  hands 
before  such  execution  ;  notwithstanding  the  judgment  upon  which 
it  had  been  sued  out,  w4s  entered  up  upon  a  cognovit  m  a  cause 
in  which  no  process  had  been  served  or  executed  before  the  suing 
out  of  the  writs  of  attachment.  * 

(Sir  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart.,  C,  J.;  McLean,  J.,  and  Spragge,  V.  C, 
dissenting.) 

Statement. — The  facts  of  this  case  appear  in  the 
judgment,  and  in  the  report  of  the  case  in  the  court 
below  (reported  in  9  Com.  Pleas,  442.) 

*  The  facts  out  of  which  this  action  arose,  took  place  prior  to  the 
passing  of  the  stat.,  22  Vic,  ch  96,  the  18th  section  of  which 
renders  a  confession  of  judgment,  given  under  the  circumstances 
appearing  in  this  case,  void  as  against  creditors. 


842  ERROB  AND   APPEAL   REPORTS. 

From  the  judgment  there  reported  the  defendant 
appealed,  alleging  as  grounds  of  appeal, 

1st. — ^That  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  appellant 
levied  the  moneys  directed  by  the  writ  of  fieri  facias  to 
be  levied,  the  evidence  at  the  most  only  showing  that 
there  were  goods  out  of  which  the  appellant  could  have 
levied. 

2nd. — That  there  were  no  goods  out  of  which  the 
appellant  could  have  levied  the  said  moneys,  the  same 
being  exhausted  by  the  writs  of  attachment  filed  with 
the  appellant  on  the  7th  day  of  August,  1858,  and  the 
other  attachments  filed  and  proved  on  the  trial. 

8rd. — That  such  attachments  were  entitled  to  priority 
over  the  respondent's  execution ;  that  the  seizure  under 
the  executions  made  on  the  6th  of  August,  1858, 
enured  to  the  benefit  of  the  attaching  creditors  the 
instant  the  first  attachment  was  lodged,  and  that  no 
actual  seizure  under,  or  specific  appropriation  of  the 
effects  of  Pickle  to  such  attachments  was  necessary ; 
that  if  the  same  was  necessary,  the  goods,  though  in 
the  custody  of  the  law,  were  in  such  custody  for  the 
purposes  of  the  law,  and  could  be  so  seized  or  appro- 
priated ;  and  the  evidence  showed  that  such  seizure 
or  appropriation  was  made. 

4th. — That  the  plaintiff's  execution  was  not  entitled 
to  priority  under  section  21  of  22  Vic,  cap.  25,  (Con. 
Stat.,)  he  not  having  served  or  executed  process  therein 
before  the  suing  out  of  the  writ  of  attachment,  his 
judgment  being  founded  on  a  confession,  without 
process. 

Mr.  Freeman,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Anderson,  for  the 
appellant. 

Mr.  Harrison  and  Mr.  Wood,  for  the  respondents. 
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Lane  v.  Hooper,  (a)  Belcher  v.  Patten,  (b)  Payne  v. 
Drewe,  (c)  Clark y.Mallory,  (d)  Aliredy.  Constable,  (e) 
Beekman  v.  Jarvis,  (/)  were,  in  addition  to  the  cases 
referred  to  in  the  court  below,  cited  and  commented  on 
by  counsel. 

The  points  relied  on  by  counsel  appear  in  the  judg- 
ment. 

Sir  J.  B.  Bobinson,  Bart.,  C.J. — The  plaintiff  sues 
the  defendant,  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Oxford,  for 
making  a  false  return  to  a  fi.  fa.  against  goods  on  a 
judgment  obtained  by  plaintiff  against  one  Charles 
Pickle. 

The  declaration  contains  two  counts.  The  first 
alleges  that  the  defendant  made  the  money  endorsed 
on  the  writ,  and  yet  falsely  returned  nuUa  bona,  and 
paid  nothing  to  the  plaintiff.  The  second  count  charges 
the  defendant  with  neglecting  to  levy,  though  Pickle 
had  goods  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  execution. 

The  defendant  pleaded  1st,  not  guilty.  2nd.  That 
he  did  not,  under  the  said  execution,  levy  the  moneys 
on  Pickle's  goods,  as  alleged  in  the  first  count.  8rdly, 
to  the  second  count,  that  there  was  not  at  any  time 
during  the  pef  iod  in  that  count  mentioned,  to  wit, 
from  the  delivery  to  him  of  the  plaintiff's  jfi. /a.  till  the 
return  thereof  any  goods  of  the  said  Charles  Pickle, 
within  the  defendant's  bailiwick,  whereof  the  defen- 
dant had  notice,  or  could,  or  might,  or  ought  to  have 
levied  the  said  moneys  so  endorsed  on  the  said  writ, 
&c.,  or  any  part  thereof. 

At  the  trial  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for 
£1881  17s.  Od.,  by  consent,  with  leave  reserved  to  the 


ia)  3  Ell.  &  B.  731.  (h)  6  O.  B.  6o8. 

{e\  4  East  523.  (d\  3  Q.  B.  O.  S.  157. 

(#    6Q.B.370.  (/)  3  U.  C.  Q.  B.  230. 
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defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him,  on  the 
first,  second,  and  third  pleas,  if  the  coart  should  think 
that  certain  attachments  which  were  given  in  evidence 
upon  the  trial  were  entitled,  under  the  facts  proved,  to 
prevail  against  the  plaintiff's  execution. 

A  rule  nisi  was  granted  accordingly  in  Michaelmas 
Term,  (1859,)  which  was  argued  in  the  same  term,  and 
the  court  gave  judgment  discharging  the  rule  and 
upholding  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant  has  appealed  from  this  judgment. 

The  facts  of  the  case  and  the  grounds  of  the  judg- 
ment are  fully  stated  in  the  printed  case. 

On  the  10th  of  April,  1867,  Pickle  then  living  in  the 
county  of  Oxford,  gave  a  confession  of  judgment  for 
i>SOOO  to  the  plaintiff  Potter,  a  lumber  merchant  living 
in  Brantford,  in  a  suit  in  which  no  process  had  been 
served  or  sued  out,  with  stay  of  execution  till  the  1st  of 
April,  1858.  The  judgment  was  entered  on  the  18th 
of  April,  1859,  on  that  confession. 

Early  in  August,  1868,  before  the  6th  August,  Pickle 
absconded  from  Canada,  and  afterwards  on  the  16th  of 
August,  1858,  the  plaintiff  issued  a  writ  of  fieri  facias 
on  his  judgment  endorsed  to  levy  £2760  damages  and 
£8 148.  9d.  costs,  which  writ  was  placed  in  the  sheriff's 
hands  on  the  following  day. 

At  the  time  that  Pickle  absconded  there  were  four 
writs  of  fieri  facias  in  the  sheriff's  hands  against  his 
goods,  and  on  the  6th  August  the  sheriff  seized  under 
these  writs  all  his  goods,  consisting  chiefly  of  a  quantity 
of  lumber.  On  the  7th  August,  1868,  the  first  attach- 
ment against  Pickle  under  the  absconding  debtors'  act 
was  put  into  the  sheriff's  hands.  It  was  at  the  suit  of 
the  Commercial  Bank  for  a  debt  of  £126,  and  was 
issued  from  the  Common  Pleas. 


cabbolL  v.  potter — 1860.  846 

On  the  10th  August,  1858,  another  attachment  against 
Pickle  came  to  the  sheriff  from  the  Queen's  Bench,  at 
the  suit  of  one  Moore  for  d6888  148.  4d.,  and  on  the 
16th  August,  and  between  that  day  and  the  6th  Febru- 
ary, 1859,  nineteen  other  attachments  against  Pickle 
at  the  suit  of  different  creditors,  were  delivered  to  the 
sheriff  for  sums  amounting  in  all  to  £5986  4s.  8d. 

In  October,  1858,  the  goods  of  Pickle  which  the 
sheriff  had  seized  under  the  four  writs  of^.  fa.  held  by 
him  on  the  6th  of  August,  were  sold  at  public  sale  by 
the  sheriff  and  brought  £2446  Ids.  2d. 

After  deducting  certain  expenses  of  insurance,  &c., 
and  paying  the  sums  to  be  levied  under  the  four  writs 
ot fieri  faciasy  amounting  in  all  to  £699,  there  remained 
in  the  sheriff's  hands  a  large  balance,  which  the  plain- 
tiff, Potter,  claims  was  applicable  towards  the  satisfac- 
tion of  his  writ  of  execution,  which  was  placed  in  the 
sheriff's  hands  on  the  15th  of  August,  1858. 

The  sheriff,  however,  applied  the  money  towards  the 
discharge  of  the  executions  which  had,  in  the  meantime, 
been  placed  in  his  hands  by  the  attaching  creditors, 
whose  attachments  had  been  sued  out  the  first,  on  the 
7  th  of  August,  1858,  and  the  others  within  six  months 
afterwards ;  and  on  the  29th  of  July,  1859,  he  returned 
nvUa  bona  upon  Potter's  execution,  acting  under  the 
conviction  that  the  attaching  creditors  were  entitled 
to  priority  over  Potter,  who  had  not  commenced  his 
suit  by  process  served  before  the  debtor  absconded. 

The  question  is,  whether  that  application  of  the  money 
was  legal,  or  whether  Potter's  fi.  fa.  was  not  entitled  to 
priority  over  the  executions  of  the  attaching  creditors  ? 

The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  were  of  opinion  that 
Potter  was  entitled  to  priority,  and  have,  therefore, 
sustained  this  verdict  in  the  action  against  the  sheriff 
for  damages,  and  a  false  return  to  his  writ  of  execution. 
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Against  this  judgment  the  sheriff  has  appealed. 

This,  then,  is  an  action  brought  to  try  the  right  to  the 
money  which  remained  over  in  the  sheriff's  hands  after 
he  had  satisfied  the  four  writs  of  fieri  Jacias  which  had 
come  to  him  before  the  6th  of  August,  1858,  and  were 
then  lying  in  his  hands  current  and  unsatisfied. 

No  one  disputes  that  those  four  executions  being 
prior  to  any  writ  of  attachment  being  sued  out,  were 
properly  paid  in  full  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sheriflPs 
sale.  The  question  is,  what  application  the  sheriff 
should  have  made  of  the  surplus,  after  satisfying  those 
writs  and  certain  charges  which  are  mentioned  in  the 
evidence.  If  he  was  wrong  in  assuming  that  the  sur- 
plus was  to  be  divided  rateably  among  the  attaching 
creditors,  who  had  obtained  executions,  then  the 
judgment  given  in  the  court  below  is  right. 

The  plaintiff,"  Potter^  can  say  truly  that  he  had 
obtained  judgment  against  the  debtor.  Pickle^  before  he 
absconded ;  though  he  must  admit  that  his  judgment 
was  not  in  a  suit  which  he  had  commenced  by  service 
of  process,  as  the  55th  clause  of  the  statute  provides 
it  must  be,  in  order  to  entitle  it  to  priority,  and  he 
can  also  say  truly  that  he  sued  out  a  writ  of  fi.  fa. 
against  Pickle's  goods  upon  that  judgment,  on  15th 
August,  1858,  and  put  it  into  the  hands  of  the  sheriff 
on  the  following  day,  whether  before  or  after  a  second 
attachment  at  the  suit  of  the  Commercial  Bank, 
against  Pickle,  for  £289  2s.  9d.  was  delivered  to  the 
sheriff,  does  not  appear,  and  is  not  material. 

On  behalf  of  the  attaching  creditors,  in  whose  favour 
the  sheriff  decided,  it  is  to  be  said,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  on  the  7th  August,  1858,  an  attachment  against 
Pickle  for  £125,  as  an  absconding  debtor,  was  delivered 
to  the  sheriff ;  that  on  10th  August,  1858,  another 
attachment  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  at  the  suit  of 
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Idocre,  for  £888  14s.  4d.,  and  that  afterwards,  and 
within  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  first  writ  of  at- 
tachment, there  were  other  writs  of  attachment  against 
Pickle  for  an  amount  in  all  very  much  exceeding  the 
surplus  which  is  now  in  question,  and  the  defendant 
contends  that  all  these  attachments,  according  to  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act  of  1856,  which  was  at 
that  time  in  force,  were  entitled  to  stand  upon  an  equal 
footing  of  right,  and  to  be  paid  rateably  in  proportion 
among  themselves,  to  the  amount  of  the  judgments 
that  should  be  obtained  in  the  several  attachment  suits. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  on  that  point ;  it  is  clear  all  those 
attachments  which  came  to  the  sheriff  within  sixmonths 
from  the  delivery  of  the  first,  as  I  believe  they  all  did, 
stand  on  the  same  footing.  They  were  either  none  of 
them  entitled  to  take  precedence  of  Potor'*^. /a.,  or  all 
of  them  were.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  clear  that  they  were 
all  entitled  to  be  preferred  to  Potter's  execution,  under 
the  express  provision  of  the  statute,  by  reason  of  Pot- 
ter's suit  not  having  been  commenced  by  process  served 
before  the  suing  out  of  the  first  writ  of  attachment 
against  Pic/cZ^ ;  that  circumstance  excludes  him  from  the 
benefit  of  the  55th  section  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act  of  1856,  which  would,  however,  have  given  him 
priority,  his  execution  being  prior  in  date  to  any  ob- 
tained by  an  attaching  creditor,  and  the  fact  o{  Potter's 
suit  not  having  been  commenced  by  process,  it  leaves  the 
57th  section  of  the  statute  to  its  operation,  the  effect  of 
which  is,  that  the  money  made  from  the  sale  of  the  goods 
is  to  be  distributed  rateably  among  all  the  attaching 
creditors. 

I  do  not  think  we  can  avoid  holding  this  to  be  so,  un- 
less we  discard,  which  we  have  no  authority  to  do,  that 
part  of  the  55th  clause  which  makes  the  commencement 
of  the  non-attaching  creditor's  suit  by  service  of  process, 
one  of  the  two  conditions  of  his  obtaining  priority  over 
such  attachments  as  may  have  been  sued  out  before  he 
obtained  judgment. 
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The  legislature  may  or  may  not  have  duly  consi- 
dered all  the  consequences  of  this  provision  being 
made  in  the  terms  in  which  it  stands  ;  but  I  do  not  think 
we  can  have  any  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  lan- 
guage they  have  used,  or  that  we  can  decline  to  give  ef- 
fect to  the  statute  according  to  its  obvious  construction. 

It  may  be  that  the  legislature  apprehended  that  a 
debtor  on  the  eve  of  absconding  would  be  apt  to  confess 
a  debt  which  was  really  imaginary  in  favour  of  some 
friend  for  the  purpose  of  covering  his  effects  for  his 
own  benefit,  and  that  it  might  not  be  easy  to  obtain 
proof  of  the  fraud,  and  that  they  therefore  thought  it 
prudent  to  give  priority  to  the  non-attaching  creditor 
who  was  first  to  obtain  an  execution  against  the  deb- 
tor, only  in  those  cases  where  he  has  proceeded  in  the 
ordinary  course  by  taking  out  and  serving  process 
which  might  appear  to  be  some  security  against  collu- 
sion. It  must,  however,  be  owned  that  the  security  would 
be  rather  apparent  than  real,  since  there  would  be  little 
difficulty  in  making  the  fraudulent  arrangement  in 
time  to  serve  process  before  the  debtor  absconded. 

In  Daniel  v.  Fitzgerald,  (a)  we  felt  ourselves  con- 
strained to  take  the  same  view  that  I  have  now  stated 
of  the  effect  of  the  55th  clause,  and  I  am  not  aware 
that  there  has  been  any  decision  to  the  contrary,  and 
if  there  were  indeed,  it  would  be  a  decision  against  the 
plain  words  of  the  55th  clause.  We  may  entertain 
doubts  whether  that  provision  does  or  does  not  make 
that  disposition  of  the  goods  of  the  debtor  which  is  most 
consistent  with  the  just  claims  of  the  several  parties, 
but  we  surely  must  treat  it  as  an  enactment  that  must 
prevail  so  long  as  it  is  unrepealed  and  unaltered. 

The  judgment  given  below  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff, 
Fotter,  proceeds,  as  I  understand,  on  the  principle  that 

(a)  17  u.  c.  R.  569 
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when  Pickle* 8  goods  were  seized  under  the  Ji.  fas.,  or 
one  of  them,  that  were  in  the  sheriff's  hands  on  the  6th 
of  AngQst,  such  goods  were  thereby  placed  in  custodia 
legis ;  that  the  attachment  which  came  the  next  day  (7th 
of  August)  could  not,  therefore,  attach  upon  the  same 
goods,  and  that  the  sheriff,  moreover,  took  no  step  to 
lay  on  the  attachment,  as  the  phrase  is,  even  if  that 
had  been  possible  ;  that  the  goods,  consequently,  were 
not  bound  by  or  for  the  purpose  of  these  attachments, 
when  Potter's  Ji.  fa.  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  on  the 
16th  of  August,  and  that  the  attachments,  therefore, 
could  form  no  obstacle  to  the  plaintiff.  Potter,  obtain- 
ing satisfaction  out  of  the  residue  of  the  goods  which 
were  all  still  unsold,  and  in  the  sheriff's  hands. 

I  must  say  that  I  cannot  take  this  view  of  the  statute. 
From  an  early  period  it  has  been  held,  that  where  a 
second  execution  against  the  person  of  a  debtor  comes  to 
the  hands  of  a  sheriff,  who  already  has  the  debtor  in 
custody  at  the  suit  of  another  plaintiff,  the  debtor  is  to 
be  looked  upon  as  being  in  the  sheriff's  custody  upon  the 
first,  and  this  without  the  sheriff  going  through  any 
form  of  arresting  on  the  second  writ,  and  without  any 
thing  been  done  to  place  the  party  in  custody  under 
such  second  writ.  Frost's  case  (a)  was  a  case  of  that 
kind,  in  which  the  court  resolved  ''  that  when  a  man 
is  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  by  process  of  law,  and 
afterwards  another  writ  is  delivered  to  him,  to  arrest  the 
body  of  him  who  is  in  custody,  presently  he  is  in  the 
custody  by  force  of  the  second  writ,  by  judgment  of  law, 
although  he  do  not  actually  arrest  him  ;  for  to  what 
purpose  should  he  arrest  him  who  is  and  was  before  in 
his  custody  ?  Et  lex  nan  pracipit  inutilia,  quia 
inutUis  labor  stuUus,  and  the  writs  of  the  capias 
ad  satisfaciendum  are  not  only  qtLod  capiat,  dtc., 
but  quod  salvo  custodiat,  dc,  so  that  although  he 
cannot  take  him  whom  he  has  in  his  custody,  yet 

(a)  5  Coke.  89. 
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he  may  safely  keep  him/'  Britton  y.  Cole,  (a)  and 
Jackson  v.  Humphreys,  (b)  are  to  the  same  effect,  and 
the  same  principle  has  been  frequently  affirmed,  (c) 
The  sheriff,  consequently,  would  be  liable  for  an  escape 
at  the  suit  of  tbe  plaintiff  in  the  second  ca.  sa.,  if  he 
were  to  let  tbe  debtor  go  after  the  first  writ  being  satis- 
fied, that  is,  provided  the  imprisonment  of  the  debtor 
under  the  first  writ  was  legal,  but  not  otherwise,  as 
was  determined  in  the  late  case  of  Hooper  y.  Lane. 
Such  is  the  law  as  regards  executions  against  the  per- 
son, and  it  is  quite  plain  that  the  analogy  holds  in  the 
case  of  goods  being  seized  by  a  sheriff  under  a  writ  of 
Ji.  fa.y  when  another  writ  of  Ji.  fa.  afterwards  issues 
against  the  goods  of  the  same  defendant,  to  the  same 
sheriff,  at  the  suit  of  another  plaintiff.  It  is  clearly 
held  that  in  such  cases  without  any  seizure  made  under 
the  second  writ,  of  goods  that  had  been  already  seized, 
and  even  were  in  custody  of  the  same  officer  under 
the  first  writ,  tbe  goods  must  be  held  to  satisfy  the 
second  writ,  if  any  thing  should  remain  after  satisfaction 
of  the  first.  This  was  assumed  to  be  the  law  in  Beekman 
V.  Jarvia ;  (d)  and  in  Drew  v.  Lanison,  («)  and  Jones  v. 
Atherton,  (/)  the  matter  is  treated  as  being  perfectly 
plain.  In  the  latter  case,  Oibbs,  G.  J.,  says,  ''  If  the 
sheriff  has  the  writ  in  his  office,  though  no  warrant  be 
made  on  it,  if  he  afterwards  gets  possession  of  the  goods, 
though  apparently  under  another  writ,  yet  bis  posses- 
sion shall  inure  to  the  case  of  the  first  writ." 

In  the  other  case,  of  Drew  v.  Lanison,  Lord  Den- 
man  said, ''  The  duty  of  the  sheriff,  when  he  has  several 
writs  of  execution,  is  clear.  He  is  to  execute  them 
according  to  their  priority,  which,  as  to  writs  oi fieri 
facias,  is  according  to  the  time  of  their  delivery  to  him. 
By  executing  is  meant  that  he  is  to  apply  the  proceeds 


[a)  Com.  434.  {h)  i  Salk,  273. 

\c)  Buller  N.  P.  66 ;  1  Bos.  A  P.  24. 
1  8  U.  C.  R.  280..  ($)  II  A.  A  E.  529. 

)  7  Taunt.  56. 
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of  goods  seized  in  that  manner.  It  is  not  material 
whether  he  seizes  the  goods  under  the  first  or  under 
the  last  writ,  as  soon  as  they  are  seized  they  are,  in 
point  of  law,  in  his  custody,  under  all  the  writs  he 
then  has,  and  when  he  sells  them,  he  sells,  in  point 
of  law,  under  all  the  writs." 

In  such  cases  the  question  in  fact  is  about  the  dis- 
posal of  the  money  produced  by  the  sale,  and  the  point 
is  conveniently  brought  up  in  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  for  a  false  return. 

I  do  not  apprehend  that  any  difficulty  is  allowed  in 
such  cases,  or  should  be  allowed  in  this,  to  be  created 
by  applying  the  principle  that  goods  cannot  be  seized 
under  legal  process  which  are  already  in  the  custody 
of  the  law.  That  principle  in  reason,  I  think,  cannot 
be  applied  where  the  goods  and  the  proceeds  are  all 
under  the  control  of  the  same  officer  whose  duty  it 
must  be  to  dispose  of  them  as  the  law  requires,  but 
only  in  cases  where  goods  being  already  seized  under 
legal  process  are  in  the  hands  of  one  officer,  and  are 
attempted  to  be  afterwards  seized  and  taken  out  of  his 
handsby  another  officer  upon  some  other  process,  which 
latter  seizure,,  if  persevered  in,  would  defeat  the  first ; 
as  a  general  rule  the  law  prohibits  that,  though  there 
are  several  exceptions,  as  the  court  considered  there 
must  be  in  the  case  of  Francis  v.  Brawn,  (a) 

I  think  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  which  relieved  the 
sheriff  from  the  responsibility  of  determining  how  the 
remainingproceeds  of  thegoods  sold  ought  to  be  applied, 
and  that  it  was  his  duty  to  apply  them  according  to 
the  legal  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  absconding 
debtors'  acts,  which  it  seems  to  me  must  govern.  If  the 
Ji.  fas.  which  were  delivered  to  him  on  the  6th  of  August 
or  before,  had  been  all  for  some  reason  invalid,  and  had 

(a)  II  U.  C.  R.  558. 
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he  may  safely  keep  him/'  Bfitton  y.  Cole,  (a)  and 
Jackson  v.  Humphreys,  (b)  are  to  the  same  effect,  and 
the  same  principle  has  been  frequently  affirmed,  (c) 
The  sheriff,  consequently,  would  be  liable  for  an  escape 
at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  second  ca.  sa.,  if  he 
were  to  let  the  debtor  go  after  the  first  writ  being  satis- 
fied, that  is,  provided  the  imprisonment  of  the  debtor 
under  the  first  writ  was  legal,  but  not  otherwise,  as 
was  determined  in  the  late  case  of  Hooper  Y.Lane. 
Such  is  the  law  as  regards  executions  against  the  per- 
son, and  it  is  quite  plain  that  the  analogy  holds  in  the 
case  of  goods  being  seized  by  a  sheriff  under  a  writ  of 
fi.  fa.,  when  another  writ  of  Ji.  fa.  afterwards  issues 
against  the  goods  of  the  same  defendant,  to  the  same 
sheriff,  at  the  suit  of  another  plaintiff.  It  is  clearly 
held  that  in  such  cases  without  any  seizure  made  under 
the  second  writ,  of  goods  that  had  been  already  seized, 
and  even  were  in  custody  of  the  same  officer  under 
the  first  writ,  the  goods  must  be  held  to  satisfy  the 
second  writ,  if  anything  should  remain  after  satisfaction 
of  the  first.  This  was  assumed  to  be  the  law  in  Beekman 
V.  Jarvis ;  (d)  and  in  Drew  v.  Lanison,  {e)  and  Jones  v. 
Atherton,  (/)  the  matter  is  treated  as  being  perfectly 
plain.  In  the  latter  case,  Oibbs,  G.  J.,  says,  "  If  the 
sheriff  has  the  writ  in  his  office,  though  no  warrant  be 
made  on  it,  if  he  afterwards  gets  possession  of  the  goods, 
though  apparently  under  another  writ,  yet  his  posses- 
sion shall  inure  to  the  case  of  the  first  writ.*' 

In  the  other  case,  of  Drew  v.  Lanison,  Lord  Den- 
man  said,  **  The  duty  of  the  sheriff,  when  he  has  several 
writs  of  execution,  is  clear.  He  is  to  execute  them 
according  to  their  priority,  which,  as  to  writs  of  fieri 
facias,  is  according  to  the  time  of  their  delivery  to  him. 
By  executing  is  meant  that  he  is  to  apply  the  proceeds 


(a)  Com.  434.  ib)  i  Salk,  273. 

ic)  Buller  N.  P.  66 ;  i  Bos.  A  P.  24. 
id)  8  U.  C.  R.  280..  (#)  II  A.  <ft  £.  529. 

(/)  7  Taunt.  56. 
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of  goods  seized  in  that  maimer.  It  is  not  material 
whether  he  seizes  the  goods  under  the  first  or  under 
the  last  writ,  as  soon  as  they  are  seized  they  are,  in 
point  of  law,  in  his  custody,  under  all  the  writs  he 
then  has,  and  when  he  sells  them,  he  sells,  in  point 
of  law,  under  all  the  writs." 

In  such  eases  the  question  in  fact  is  about  the  dis- 
posal  of  the  money  produced  by  the  sale,  and  the  point 
is  conveniently  brought  up  in  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  for  a  false  return. 

I  do  not  apprehend  that  any  difficulty  is  allowed  in 
such  cases,  or  should  be  allowed  in  this,  to  be  created 
by  applying  the  principle  that  goods  cannot  be  seized 
under  legal  process  which  are  already  in  the  custody 
of  the  law.  That  principle  in  reason,  I  think,  cannot 
be  applied  where  the  goods  and  the  proceeds  are  all 
under  the  control  of  the  same  officer  whose  duty  it 
must  be  to  dispose  of  them  as  the  law  requires,  but 
only  in  cases  where  goods  being  already  seized  under 
legal  process  are  in  the  hands  of  one  officer,  and  are 
attempted  to  be  afterwards  seized  and  taken  out  of  his 
hands  by  another  officer  upon  some  other  process,  which 
latter  seizure,,  if  persevered  in,  would  defeat  the  first ; 
as  a  general  rule  the  law  prohibits  that,  though  there 
are  several  exceptions,  as  the  court  considered  there 
must  be  in  the  case  of  Francis  v.  Brawn,  (a) 

I  think  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  which  relieved  the 
sheriff  from  the  responsibility  of  determining  how  the 
remaining  proceeds  of  the  goods  sold  ought  to  be  applied, 
and  that  it  was  his  duty  to  apply  them  according  to 
the  legal  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  absconding 
debtors'  acts,  which  it  seems  to  me  must  govern.  If  the 
fi.fas.  which  were  delivered  to  him  on  the  6th  of  August 
or  before,  had  been  all  for  some  reason  invalid,  and  had 

(a)  II  u.  C.  R.  558. 
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been  set  aside  after  the  7th  of  Augast,  or  if,  which 
would  he  a  clearer  case,  the  debtor  who  had  absconded 
had  sent  from  the  foreign  country  to  which  he  fled  sufB- 
cient  money  by  a  friend  to  satisfy  all  the  executions  in 
full,  and  had  sent  him  at  the  same  time  authority  to 
demand  his  goods  from  the  sheriff  in  his  name  after  the 
executions  had  been  discharged,  ought  the  sheriff  to 
have  given  up  the  go :  ds  in  either  case,  notwithstanding 
these  attachments  had  come  to  him  before  such  demand 
was  made  ?  I  think  most  clearly  not.  No  doubt  it 
would  have  been  his  duty,  though  he  had  never  actually 
seized  under  them  at  all,especially  the  goods  which  were 
already  in  his  hands  under  the^.  /a.,  still  to  detain  the 
goods  in  his  hands  for  the  benefit  of  the  first  attaching 
creditor,  and  of  all  the  other  creditors  who  might  place 
their  attachments  in  his  hands  within  six  months. 

As  was  said  by  the  court  in  Foster's  case,  with 
reference  to  executions  against  the  person,  the  com- 
mand to  the  sheriff  is  not  merely  to  take,  but  to 
keep  and  detain,  so  in  regard  to  these  writs  of  attach- 
ment under  the  absconding  debtors'  acts,  the  command 
of  the  writ  in  the  form  given  by  the  legislature  (G.L.P. 
Act,  1856,  schedule  A.,  No.  7)  is  that  the  sheriff  shall 
attach,  seize,  and  safely  keep  all  the  real  and  personal 
property  of  the  debtor  who  has  absconded,  to  secure  and 
satisfy  the  plaintiff  a  certain  debt  or  demand,  and  to 
satisfy  the  debt  and  demand  of  such  other  creditors  as 
shall  duly  place  their  writs  of  attachment  in  the  said 
sheriff's  hands,  or  otherwise  lawfully  notify  him  of  their 
claim  and  duly  prosecute  the  same.  The  writ  also  con- 
tains a  notice  addressed  to  the  debtor  that  in  case  of  his 
failing  to  put  in  bail,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  to  judg- 
ment and  execution,  and  may  sell  the  property  bo 
attached.  I  cannot  read  this  writ  and  the  various 
clauses  of  the  Absconding  Debtor's  Act  as  it  now 
stands  in  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Upper  Canada, 
chapter  25,  embodying  the  clauses  of  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  of  1856,  which  were  in  force  when  these 
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proceedings  were  going  on,  without  seeing  that  the  leg- 
islature did  not  give  the  process  by  attachment  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  compelling  the  appearance  of  the  ab- 
sconding debtor.  They  provided  by  it  also  for  the 
detention  and  safe  custody  of  the  goods,  in  order  that 
they  might  be  forthcoming /or  the  satisfaction  of  the 
debts  of  all  the  attaching  creditors  who  should  obtain 
jadgment,  having  taken  out  their  attachments  within 
six  months  after  the  first  of  such  writs. 

It  is  quite  true  that  if  the  attachment  which  came 
to  the  sheriff  on  the  7th  of  August  was  the  only  one 
that  we  knew  of  in  this  case,  and  if  the  debtor  had 
put  in  bail  to  that  writ,  and  if  the  four  fi.  fas.  had 
been  satisfied  before  Po««r's^./a.  came  to  the  sheriff, 
he  would  have  got  his  goods  back,  and  then  the  effect 
of  the  first  attachment  would  have  been  only  to  compel 
appearance.  Bat  here  there  were  many  writs  of  at- 
tachment that  came  within  six  months,  as  I  think  all 
the  21  did,  and  it  is  clear  under  the  statute  they 
must  be  looked  upon  like  so  many  sums  added  to  the 
first  attachment.  The  54  section  (C.  L.  P.  Act  of  1856) 
expressly  dispenses  with  the  necessity  of  any  appraise- 
ment or  inventory  in  conuexion  with  the  subsequent 
writs,  and  if  the  sheriff  having  these  goods  in  his  cus- 
tody under  the  writs  of  fi.fa,  long  before  he  sold  them 
did  omit  to  have  any  appraisement  of  them  made  or 
any  distinct  inventory  under  the  first  attachment,  then 
whatever  remedy  the  owner  of  the  goods,  or  the  attach- 
ing creditors  might  have  against  him  for  any  damage 
arising  from  that  omission,  I  do  not  think  we  could 
hold  that  the  attaching  creditors  lost  the  benefit  of 
their  attachments  in  consequence  of  it. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  sheriff  having  seized  these 
goods  under  the  first  four  writs  of  A. fa.  before  any 
other  process  against  the  goods  had  reached  him,  was 
boxmd  to  satisfy  those  writs  first,  as  he  did  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale.     And  that  whatever  money  re- 

28  I    E.  A  A. 
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mained  in  his  hands  after  deducting  his  legal  charges 
was  applicable  to  the  executions  of  the  attaching  cre- 
ditors, whenever  they  might  get  the  length  of  execution, 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  they  had  all  put  their  attach- 
ments into  his  hands  at  the  same  time,  viz.,  on  7th 
August.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  to  keep  the  money, 
as  he  would  have  kept  the  goods,  if  they  had  not  been 
sold  till  the  period  arrived  for  a  rateable  distribution. 
And  as  the  attaching  creditors  were,  I  think,  entitled 
to  the  whole  of  the  remaining  proceeds,  provided  so 
much  was  required  for  paying  them  up  in  full,  as  it 
clearly  was,  it  must  follow  that  th^  plaintiff  Pot/er 
coming  with  his^.  fa.  on  the  16th  August  cannot  claim 
to  be  satisfied  to  any  extent. 

That  appears  to  me  to  be  the  conclusion  to  which  we 
must  come,  under  the  56th  section  of  the  C.  L.  P.  Act 
of  1856,  for  the  reason  that  Potter  had  not  commenced 
his  suit  by  process  served,  and  so  had  not  a  claim  to 
the  priority  which  he  would  otherwise  have  had  by 
reason  of  his  having  obtained  execution  before  any 
attaching  creditor. 

If  he  had  either  of  the  claims  to  precedence  which 
the  55th  clause  makes  necessary,  he  would  have  come 
before  all  the  attaching  creditors ;  but  wanting  all  of 
these  requisites  he  must  go  behind  them  all,  I  think, 
ahd  the  money  ought  to  have  been  distributed  (as  it 
seems  it  was)  rateably  among  all  the  attaching  credi- 
tors, according  to  the  57th  section,  not  affected  under 
the  circumstances  by  the  55th  section,  for  it  is  perfectly 
clear  that  Potter*«  case  does  not  come  within  that  sec- 
tion. If  this  is  not  what  was  meant  by  the  legislature, 
or  is  thought  to  be  unjust  or  inexpedient,  still  it  appears 
to  me  to  be  a  consequence  so  plainly  flowing  from  the 
law  as  it  stands  that  we  cannot  hold  otherwise  very  well 
till  the  act  is  altered  by  the  legislature.  The  provision 
made  by  the  55th  section  has  stood  ever  since  the  sta- 
tute 5  Wm.  IV.,  ch.  5,  was  passed,  of  which  it  formed 
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the  4th  claase,  and  I  cannot  say  that  I  have  any  doubt 
on  a  carefnl  perusal  of  it  that  the  legislature  only  meant 
to  postpone  the  attaching  creditors  in  favour  of  any 
person  who  not  previously  by  attachment  has  obtained 
execution  before  them,  or  any  of  them,  provided  such 
other  person  had  taken  out  his  writ  and  served  it  before 
the  debtor  absconded,  thereby  giving  proof  that  he 
used  greater  diligence  than  the  others,  and  that  he 
was  in  the  ordinary  course  of  proceeding  by  compulsion 
to  enforce  his  demand  m  invitum,  and  not  by  collusion 
with  the  debtor,  in  which  case  it  would  seem  hard  that 
he  should  not  have  priority  merely  because  the  debtor 
after  he  had  been  served  by  him  had  absconded. 

In  the  argument,  the  following  cases  decided  upon 
this  branch  of  the  law  were  cited  and  reasoned  upon, 
but  I  do  not  find  that  they  are  any  of  them  incon- 
sistent with  the  opinion  which  I  have  expressed. 
Gamble  v.  Jarvis,  (a)  Bank  of  British  North  America  v. 
JaroiSj  {b)  Beekman  v.  Jarvis,  (c)  Francis  v.  Brown,  (d) 
Cann  v.  Thomas,  {e)  Daniel  v.  Fitzell.  (/). 

In  my  opinion,  the  judgment  given  below  should  be 
reversed,  and  the  rule  for  entering  a  verdict  in  favour 
of  the  defendant  should  be  made  absolute. 

Mr.  Justice  McLean,  who  heard  the  case  argued, 
and  is  now  unavoidably  absent,  has  authorised  me  to 
say  that  he  has  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  rule 
for  entering  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  should  have 
been  made  absolute. 

Draper,  G.  J. — I  do  not  perceive  any  ground  upon 
which  it  can  be  successfully  contended  that  the  pro- 
perty, credits,  and  effects  of  an  absconding  debtor  are 
bound  either  by  the  issuing  of  a  writ  of  attachment,  or 
by  the  delivery  of  such  writ  to  the  sheriff.     The  sheriff 

(a)  5  U.  C.  O.  S.  27a.  (h)  I  U.  0.  Rep.  182. 

\c)  3  lb.  280.  (d)  II  lb.  558. 

{$)  17  lb.  9.  (/)  17  lb.  369. 
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must,  in  my  opinion,  ''  take  into  his  charge  or  keep- 
ing, all  such  property  and  effects,"  in  order  to  subject 
them  to  the  operation  of  the  writ.  The  4uty  imposed 
upon  him,  of  making  an  inventory  or  appraisement  of 
the  goods  attached,  and  returning  such  inventory  or 
appraisement,  together  with  the  writ,  confirms  me  in 
this  impression. 

When  the  property  and  effects  are  thus  taken,  the 
sheriff's  duty,  unless  they  are  of  a  perishable  nature,  i9 
to  keep  them  until  one  of  three  things  happens,  viz. : 
1.  That  the  defendant  in  the  writ  of  attachment  puts  in 
and  perfects  special  bail,  in  which  case  such  property 
and  effects  (or  if  they  have  been  sold  as  perishable, 
then  the  net  proceeds  thereof)  are  to  be  restored  and 
paid  to  him,  unless  the  sheriff  has  some  other  lawfdl 
ground  for  withholding  them ;  or  2,  that  the  plaintiff 
obtains  judgment  and  issues  execution,  when  the 
sheriff's  duty,  with  regard  to  selling,  will  be  the  same 
as  in  other  cases,  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds  being 
rateable  in  cases  coming  within  the  29th  section  of  the 
Absconding  Debtors'  Act ;  (a)  or,  Srd,  if  the  plaintiff 
fails  in  his  suit,  then  the  sheriff  must  restore  the  goods, 
unless  he  has  some  lawful  ground  to  retain  them. 
The  effect  of  the  attachment,  therefore,  is  either  to 
enforce  the  defendant  to  put  in  special  bail,  or  to  hold 
his  property  to  satisfy  any  judgment  which  the  attach- 
ing creditor  or  creditors  may  recover. 

In  the  present  case,  the  goods  were  seized  on  execu- 
tion before  any  writ  of  attachment  came  to  the  sheriff's 
hands.  Even  if  an  attachment  would  bind  goods  before 
it  was  executed,  in  the  present  case  there  were  no  goods 
to  be  bound  by  it,  for  they  were  in  custodia  legis^  taken 
in  execution.  So  far,  at  least,  the  writ  of  attacbmeQt 
was  inoperative.  I  do  not  understand  it  to  be  contended 
that  the  seizure  on  a  writ  of  execution  could  enure  as  a 
seizure  on  a  writ  of  attachment  subsequently  received  by 
the  sheriff,  since  the  objects  of  the  two  writs  are  wholly 

(a)  CoDSol.  Stat.  U.  C.  ch.  25. 


CABEOLL  V.  POTTER — 1860.  857 

different,  as  I  shall  have  occasion  to  observe  hereafter. 
What  Patterson,  J.,  says  in  Wintle  v.  Freeman,  (a) 
applies  only  to  writs  of  execution. 

The  four  executions  which  were  in  the  sheriff's  hands 
before  any  writ  of  attachment  was  delivered  to  him, 
only  directed  the  levy  of  j£824,  with  incidental  costs 
and  expenses.  Under  the  executions,  all  the  debtor's 
goods  were  seized.  Then  the  sheriff  received  the  two 
writs  of  attachment,  and  next  the  respondent's  execu- 
tion for  £2765.  The  sheriff  sold  goods  to  the  amount 
of  £2246  18s.  2d.  It  is  not  asserted  that  the  attach- 
ing creditors  had  obtained  judgment  when  the  sale 
took  place.  Nor  was  it  urged  that  from  the  nature  of 
the  property  seized,  which  was  lumber,  (selling  the 
whole  of  it  could  not  be  avoided,)  that  the  sheriff  could 
not  have  sold  enough  to  satisfy  the  executions  received 
by  him  before  the  first  attachment,  and  then  have 
stopped,  holding  the  residue  subject,  if  by  law  they  were 
subject,  to  the  attachments.  As  little  was  it  urged  that 
the  goods  were  sold  under  the  15th  section  of  the 
Absconding  Debtors'  Act,  as  perishable. 

The  sheriff,  therefore,  had  no  authority  to  sell,  except 
that  derived  from  the  executions  in  his  hands,  {h)  and 
after  satisfying  the  first  four,  he  had  no  authority  to 
continue  to  sell,  unless  it  was  under  the  respondent's 
writ.  But  goods  which  produced  at  least  £1400  were 
sold  after  the  first  four  executions  were  satisfied.  And 
the  sheriff  appears  to  me  to  be  in  this  dilemma,  either 
he  sold  under  the  respondent's  writ,  or  he  sold  without 
authority.  And  he  is  now  setting  up  the  claim  of  the 
attaching  creditors,  which  is  a  claim  to  have  the  goods 
themselves  held  for  their  benefit,  as  an  answer  to  the 
respondent's  claim  to  the  money  which  they  produced 
at  the  sale. 

In  Ryhot  v.  Peckham,  (c)  it  was  held  that  the  sheriff, 

(a)  II  A.  <&  E.  548. 

(b)  Vide  per  Lord  Denman,  in  Drew  v.  Lainson,  ii  A.  &  £.  537. 

(c)  I  T.  R.  731. 
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The  legislature  may  or  may  not  have  duly  consi- 
dered all  the  consequences  of  this  provision  being 
made  in  the  terms  in  which  it  stands  ;  but  I  do  not  think 
we  can  have  any  doubt  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  lan- 
guage they  have  used,  or  that  we  can  decline  to  give  ef- 
fect to  the  statute  according  to  its  obvious  construction. 

It  may  be  that  the  legislature  apprehended  that  a 
debtor  on  the  eve  of  absconding  would  be  apt  to  confess 
a  debt  which  was  really  imaginary  in  favour  of  some 
friend  for  the  purpose  of  covering  his  effects  for  his 
own  benefit,  and  that  it  might  not  be  easy  to  obtain 
proof  of  the  fraud,  and  that  they  therefore  thought  it 
prudent  to  give  priority  to  the  non-attaching  creditor 
who  was  first  to  obtain  an  execution  against  the  deb- 
tor, only  in  those  cases  where  he  has  proceeded  in  the 
ordinary  course  by  taking  out  and  serving  process 
which  might  appear  to  be  some  security  against  collu- 
sion. It  must,  however,  be  owned  that  the  security  would 
be  rather  apparent  than  real,  since  there  would  be  little 
difficulty  in  making  the  fraudulent  arrangement  in 
time  to  serve  process  before  the  debtor  absconded. 

In  Daniel  v.  Fitzgerald,  (a)  we  felt  ourselves  con- 
strained to  take  the  same  view  that  I  have  now  stated 
of  the  effect  of  the  55th  clause,  and  I  am  not  aware 
that  there  has  been  any  decision  to  the  contrary,  and 
if  there  were  indeed,  it  would  be  a  decision  against  the 
plain  words  of  the  55th  clause.  We  may  entertain 
doubts  whether  that  provision  does  or  does  not  make 
that  disposition  of  the  goods  of  the  debtor  which  is  most 
consistent  with  the  just  claicns  of  the  several  parties, 
but  we  surely  must  treat  it  as  an  enactment  that  must 
prevail  so  long  as  it  is  unrepealed  and  unaltered. 

The  judgment  given  below  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff* 
Potter ^  proceeds,  as  I  understand,  on  the  principle  that 

(a)  17  u.  c.  R.  569 
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\vhen  Pickle* 8  goods  were  seized  under  the  Ji.  fas,,  or 
one  of  them,  that  were  in  the  sheriff's  hands  on  the  6th 
of  Augaat,  such  goods  were  thereby  placed  in  custodia 
legis ;  that  the  attachment  which  came  the  next  day  (7th 
of  August)  could  not,  therefore,  attach  upon  the  same 
goods,  and  that  the  sheriff,  moreover,  took  no  step  to 
lay  on  the  attachment,  as  the  phrase  is,  even  if  that 
had  been  possible  ;  that  the  goods,  consequently,  were 
not  bound  by  or  for  the  purpose  of  these  attachments, 
when  Potter's  fi.  fa.  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  on  the 
16th  of  August,  and  that  the  attachments,  therefore, 
could  form  no  obstacle  to  the  plaintiff.  Potter,  obtain- 
ing satisfaction  out  of  the  residue  of  the  goods  which 
were  all  still  unsold,  and  in  the  sheriff's  hands. 

I  must  say  that  I  cannot  take  this  view  of  the  statute. 
From  an  early  period  it  has  been  held,  that  where  a 
second  execution  against  the  person  of  a  debtor  comes  to 
the  hands  of  a  sheriff,  who  already  has  the  debtor  in 
custody  at  the  suit  of  another  plaintiff,  the  debtor  is  to 
be  looked  upon  as  being  in  the  sheriff's  custody  upon  the 
first,  and  this  without  the  sheriff  going  through  any 
form  of  arresting  on  the  second  writ,  and  without  any 
thing  been  done  to  place  the  party  in  custody  under 
such  second  writ.  Frost's  case  {a)  was  a  case  of  that 
kind,  in  which  the  court  resolved  ''  that  when  a  man 
is  in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  by  process  of  law,  and 
afterwards  another  writ  is  delivered  to  him,  to  arrest  the 
body  of  him  who  is  in  custody,  presently  he  is  in  the 
custody  by  force  of  the  second  writ,  by  judgment  of  law, 
although  he  do  not  actually  arrest  him ;  for  to  what 
purpose  should  he  arrest  him  who  is  and  was  before  in 
his  custody  ?  Et  lex  non  pradpit  inutilia,  quia 
imUilis  labor  stviUus,  and  the  writs  of  the  capias 
ad  satisfaciendum  are  not  only  quod  capiat,  dtc,, 
but  qtu>d  salvo  custodiat,  dc,  so  that  although  he 
cannot  take  him  whom  he  has  in  his  custody,  yet 

(a)  5  Coke.  89. 
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he  may  safely  keep  him/'  Britton  y.  Cole^  (a)  and 
Jackson  v.  Humphreys,  (b)  are  to  the  same  effeot,  aad 
the  same  principle  has  been  frequently  affirmed,  (c) 
The  sheriff,  consequently,  would  be  liable  for  ian  escape 
at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  second  ca.  sa.,  if  he 
were  to  let  the  debtor  go  after  the  first  writ  being  satis- 
fied, that  is,  provided  the  imprisonment  of  the  debtor 
under  the  first  writ  was  legal,  but  not  otherwise,  as 
was  determined  in  the  late  case  of  Hooper  y.  Lane. 
Such  is  the  law  as  regards  executions  against  the  per- 
son, and  it  is  quite  plain  that  the  analogy  holds  in  the 
case  of  goods  being  seized  by  a  sheriff  under  a  writ  of 
Ji.  fa.,  when  another  writ  of  Ji,  fa.  afterwards  issues 
against  the  goods  of  the  same  defendant,  to  the  same 
sheriff,  at  the  suit  of  another  plaintiff.  It  is  clearly 
held  that  in  such  cases  without  any  seizure  made  under 
the  second  writ,  of  goods  that  had  been  already  seized, 
and  even  were  in  custody  of  the  same  officer  under 
the  first  writ,  the  goods  must  be  held  to  satisfy  the 
second  writ,  if  anything  should  remain  after  satisfaction 
of  the  first.  This  was  assumed  to  be  the  law  in  Beekman 
V.  Jarvis ;  (d)  and  in  Drew  v.  Lanison,  {e)  and  Jones  v. 
Atherton,  (/)  the  matter  is  treated  as  being  perfectly 
plain.  In  the  latter  case,  Gibbs,  G.  J.,  says,  "  If  the 
sheriff  has  the  writ  in  his  office,  though  no  warrant  be 
made  on  it,  if  he  afterwards  gets  possession  of  the  goods, 
though  apparently  under  another  writ,  yet  his  posses- 
sion shall  inure  to  the  case  of  the  first  writ." 

In  the  other  case,  of  Drew  v.  Lanison,  Lord  Den- 
man  said, ''  The  duty  of  the  sheriff,  when  he  has  several 
writs  of  execution,  is  clear.  He  is  to  execute  them 
according  to  their  priority,  which,  as  to  writs  of  fieri 
facias,  is  according  to  the  time  of  their  delivery  to  him. 
By  executing  is  meant  that  he  is  to  apply  the  proceeds 


(a)  Com.  434.  ^  _  '*)  '  ^^^'  *73' 
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of  goods  seized  in  that  manner.  It  is  not  material 
whether  he  seizes  the  goods  under  the  first  or  under 
the  last  writ,  as  soon  as  they  are  seized  they  are,  in 
point  of  law,  in  his  custody,  under  all  the  writs  he 
then  has,  and  when  he  sells  them,  he  sells,  in  point 
of  law,  under  all  the  writs." 

In  such  cases  the  question  in  fact  is  about  the  dis- 
posal of  the  money  produced  by  the  sale,  and  the  point 
is  conveniently  brought  up  in  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  for  a  false  return. 

I  do  not  apprehend  that  any  difficulty  is  allowed  in 
such  cases,  or  should  be  allowed  in  this,  to  be  created 
by  applying  the  principle  that  goods  cannot  be  seized 
under  legal  process  which  are  already  in  the  custody 
of  the  law.  That  principle  in  reason,  I  think,  cannot 
be  applied  where  the  goods  and  the  proceeds  are  all 
under  the  control  of  the  same  officer  whose  duty  it 
must  be  to  dispose  of  them  as  the  law  requires,  but 
only  in  cases  where  goods  being  already  seized  under 
legal  process  are  in  the  hands  of  one  officer,  and  are 
attempted  to  be  afterwards  seized  and  taken  out  of  his 
bands  by  another  officer  upon  some  other  process,  which 
latter  seizure,,  if  persevered  in,  would  defeat  the  first  ; 
as  a  general  rule  the  law  prohibits  that,  though  there 
are  several  exceptions,  as  the  court  considered  there 
must  be  in  the  case  of  Francis  v.  Brown,  (a) 

I  think  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  which  relieved  the 
sheriff  from  the  responsibility  of  determining  how  the 
remaining  proceeds  of  thegoods  sold  ought  to  be  applied, 
and  that  it  was  his  duty  to  apply  them  according  to 
the  legal  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  absconding 
debtors'  acts,  which  it  seems  to  me  must  govern.  If  the 
fi.fas.  which  were  delivered  to  him  on  the  6th  of  August 
or  before,  had  been  all  for  some  reason  invalid,  and  had 

(a)  II  u.  c.  R.  558. 
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lie  may  safely  keep  him,"  Britton  v.  Cole^  (a)  and 
Jackson  v.  Humphreys,  (b)  are  to  the  same  effect,  and 
the  same  principle  has  been  frequently  affirmed,  (c) 
The  sheriff,  consequently,  would  be  liable  for  an  escape 
at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  second  ca.  sa.,  if  he 
were  to  let  the  debtor  go  after  the  first  writ  being  satis- 
fied, that  is,  provided  the  imprisonment  of  the  debtor 
under  the  first  writ  was  legal,  but  not  otherwise,  as 
was  determined  in  the  late  case  of  Hooper  v.  Lane. 
Such  is  the  law  as  regards  executions  against  the  per- 
son, and  it  is  quite  plain  that  the  analogy  holds  in  the 
case  of  goods  being  seized  by  a  sheriff  under  a  writ  of 
fi.  fa.,  when  another  writ  of  Ji.  fa.  afterwards  issnes 
against  the  goods  of  the  same  defendant,  to  the  same 
sheriff,  at  the  suit  of  another  plaintiff.  It  is  clearly 
held  that  in  such  cases  without  any  seizure  made  under 
the  second  writ,  of  goods  that  had  been  already  seized, 
and  even  were  in  custody  of  the  same  officer  under 
the  first  writ,  the  goods  must  be  held  to  satisfy  the 
second  writ,  if  anything  should  remain  after  satisfaction 
of  the  first.  This  was  assumed  to  be  the  law  in  Beekman 
V.  Jarvis ;  (d)  and  in  Drew  v.  Lanison,  (e)  and  Jones  v. 
Atherton,  (/)  the  matter  is  treated  as  being  perfectly 
plain.  In  the  latter  case,  Gibbs,  G.  J.,  says,  "  If  the 
sheriff  has  the  writ  in  his  office,  though  no  warrant  be 
made  on  it,  if  he  afterwards  gets  possession  of  the  goods, 
though  apparently  under  another  writ,  yet  his  posses- 
sion shall  inure  to  the  case  of  the  first  writ." 

In  the  other  case,  of  Drew  v.  Lanison,  Lord  Den- 
man  said,  '^  The  duty  of  the  sheriff,  when  he  has  several 
writs  of  execution,  is  clear.  He  is  to  execute  them 
according  to  their  priority,  which,  as  to  writs  of  fieri 
facias,  is  according  to  the  time  of  their  delivery  to  him. 
By  executing  is  meant  that  he  is  to  apply  the  proceeds 


i; 


>)  Com.  434.  {b)  I  Salk,  273. 

[c)  Buller  N.  P.  66 ;  i  Bos.  &  P.  24. 
'  ■  8  U.  C.  R.  280..  W  II  A.  A  E.  529. 

)  7  Taant.  56. 


CARROL  V.  POTTER — 1860.  861 

of  goods  seized  in  that  manner.  It  is  not  material 
whether  he  seizes  the  goods  under  the  first  or  under 
the  last  writ,  as  soon  as  they  are  seized  they  are,  in 
point  of  law,  in  his  custody,  under  all  the  writs  he 
then  has,  and  when  he  sells  them,  he  sells,  in  point 
of  law,  under  all  the  writs." 

In  such  cases  the  question  in  fact  is  about  the  dis- 
posal of  the  money  produced  by  the  sale,  and  the  point 
is  conveniently  brought  up  in  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  for  a  false  return. 

I  do  not  apprehend  that  any  difficulty  is  allowed  in 
such  cases,  or  should  be  allowed  in  this,  to  be  created 
by  applying  the  principle  that  goods  cannot  be  seized 
under  legal  process  which  are  already  in  the  custody 
of  the  law.  That  principle  in  reason,  I  think,  cannot 
be  applied  where  the  goods  and  the  proceeds  are  all 
under  the  control  of  the  same  officer  whose  duty  it 
must  be  to  dispose  of  them  as  the  law  requires,  but 
only  in  cases  where  goods  being  already  seized  under 
legal  process  are  in  the  hands  of  one  officer,  and  are 
attempted  to  be  afterwards  seized  and  taken  out  of  his 
handsby  another  officer  upon  some  other  process,  which 
latter  seizure,,  if  persevered  in,  would  defeat  the  first ; 
as  a  general  rule  the  law  prohibits  that,  thoagh  there 
are  several  exceptions,  as  the  court  considered  there 
must  be  in  the  case  of  Francia  v.  Brown,  (a) 

I  think  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  which  relieved  the 
sheriff  from  the  responsibility  of  determining  how  the 
remaining  proceeds  of  the  goods  sold  ought  to  be  applied, 
and  that  it  was  his  duty  to  apply  them  according  to 
the  legal  rights  of  the  parties  under  the  absconding 
debtors'  acts,  which  it  seems  to  me  must  govern.  If  the 
fi.f<iB.  which  were  delivered  to  him  on  the  6th  of  August 
or  before,  had  been  all  for  some  reason  invalid,  and  had 

(a)  II  u.  c.  R.  558. 
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been  set  aside  after  the  7th  of  August,  or  if,  which 
would  l>e  a  clearer  case,  the  debtor  who  had  absconded 
had  sent  from  the  foreign  country  to  which  he  fled  sufB- 
cient  money  by  a  friend  to  satisfy  all  the  executions  in 
full,  and  had  sent  him  at  the  same  time  authority  to 
demand  his  goods  from  the  sheriff  in  his  name  after  the 
executions  had  been  discharged,  ought  the  sheriff  to 
have  given  up  the  go :  ds  in  either  case,  notwithstanding 
these  attachments  had  come  to  him  before  such  demand 
was  made  ?  I  think  most  clearly  not.  No  doubt  it 
would  have  been  his  duty,  though  he  had  never  actually 
seized  under  them  at  all,especially  the  goods  which  were 
already  in  his  hands  under  the^.  /a.,  still  to  detain  the 
goods  in  his  hands  for  the  benefit  of  the  first  attaching 
creditor,  and  of  all  the  other  creditors  who  might  place 
their  attachments  in  his  hands  within  six  months. 

As  was  said  by  the  court  in  Foster's  case,  with 
reference  to  executions  against  the  person,  the  com- 
mand to  the  sheriff  is  not  merely  to  take,  but  to 
keep  and  detain,  so  in  regard  to  these  writs  of  attach- 
ment under  the  absconding  debtors'  acts,  the  command 
of  the  writ  in  the  form  given  by  the  legislature  (G.L.P. 
Act,  1856,  schedule  A.,  No.  7)  is  that  the  sheriff  shall 
attach,  seize,  and  safely  keep  all  the  real  and  personal 
property  of  the  debtor  who  has  absconded,  to  secure  and 
satisfy  the  plaintiff  a  certain  debt  or  demand,  and  to 
satisfy  the  debt  and  demand  of  such  other  creditors  as 
shall  duly  place  their  writs  of  attachment  in  the  said 
sheriff's  hands,  or  otherwise  lawfully  notify  him  of  their 
claim  and  duly  prosecute  the  same.  The  writ  also  con- 
tains a  notice  addressed  to  the  debtor  that  in  case  of  his 
failing  to  put  in  bail,  the  plaintiff  may  proceed  to  judg- 
ment and  execution,  and  may  sell  the  property  bo 
attached.  I  cannot  read  this  writ  and  the  various 
clauses  of  the  Absconding  Debtor's  Act  as  it  now 
stands  in  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Upper  Canada, 
chapter  25,  embodying  the  clauses  of  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  of  1866,  which  were  in  force  when  these 


CARROLL  V.  POTTER — 1860.  868 

proceedings  were  going  on,  without  seeing  that  the  leg- 
islature did  not  give  the  process  by  attachment  for  the 
mere  purpose  of  compelling  the  appearance  of  the  ab- 
sconding debtor.  They  provided  by  it  also  for  the 
detention  and  safe  custody  of  the  goods,  in  order  that 
they  might  be  forthcoming /or  the  satisfaction  of  the 
debts  of  all  the  attaching  creditors  who  should  obtain 
judgment,  having  taken  out  their  attachments  within 
six  months  after  the  first  of  such  writs. 

It  is  quite  true  that  if  the  attachment  which  came 
to  the  sheriff  on  the  7th  of  August  was  the  only  one 
that  we  knew  of  in  this  case,  and  if  the  debtor  had 
put  in  bail  to  that  writ,  and  if  the  four  fi,  fas.  had 
been  satisfied  before  Po««r'«^./a.  came  to  the  sheriff, 
he  would  have  got  his  goods  back,  and  then  the  effect 
of  the  first  attachment  would  have  been  only  to  compel 
appearance.  But  here  there  were  many  writs  of  at- 
tachment that  came  within  six  months,  as  I  think  all 
the  21  did,  and  it  is  clear  under  the  statute  they 
must  be  looked  upon  like  so  many  sums  added  to  the 
first  attachment.  The  Si  section  (G.  L.  P.  Act  of  1856) 
expressly  dispenses  with  the  necessity  of  any  appraise- 
ment or  inventory  in  conoexion  with  the  subsequent 
writs,  and  if  the  sheriff  having  these  goods  in  his  cus- 
tody under  the  writs  of  fi.fa,  long  before  he  sold  them 
did  omit  to  have  any  appraisement  of  them  made  or 
any  distinct  inventory  under  the  first  attachment,  then 
whatever  remedy  the  owner  of  the  goods,  or  the  attach- 
ing creditors  might  have  against  him  for  any  damage 
arising  from  that  omission,  I  do  not  think  we  could 
hold  that  the  attaching  creditors  lost  the  benefit  of 
their  attachments  in  consequence  of  it. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  sheriff  having  seized  these 
goods  under  the  first  four  writs  of  fi,fa.  before  any 
other  process  against  the  goods  had  reached  him,  was 
bound  to  satisfy  those  writs  first,  as  he  did  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale.     And  that  whatever  money  re- 
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of  the  act  he  must  have  commenced  his  suit  by  process 
sued  out  and  served  upon  the  debtor.  In  this  case 
judgment  had  been  entered  up  more  than  a  year  before 
the  debtor  absconded,  and  the  creditor  was  in  a  position 
to  issue  execution  before  he  left.  To  bring  himself  with- 
in the  21st  section,  it  would  have  been  necessary  for  him 
to  begin  again  by  issuing  and  serving  process.  This  he 
might  have  done  more  than  a  year  after  he  had  recovered 
judgment.  It  seems  a  very  anomalous  position.  If  he 
had  issued  and  served  process,  and  then  taken  a  confes- 
sion of  judgment,  he  would  have  been  protected.  The 
taking  out  process  really  does  little  or  nothing  towards 
protecting  bona  fide  creditors ;  and  besides,  all  judg- 
ments, however  recovered,  are  impeachable  at  their 
instance.  The  language  of  the  old  statute,  5  W.  IV., 
ch.  5,  was  much  more  explicit  than  it  is  in  the  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act.  It  provided  that  "  any  person 
who  shall  have  commenced  a  suit  against  another  by 
process  bailable  or  non-baiIabIe,which  process  shall  have 
been  served  before  the  suing  out  of  any  attachment," 
&c.  The  language  in  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act 
is,  ''Any  person  who  has  commenced  a  suit  in  any 
court  of  record  of  Upper  Canada,  the  process  wherein 
was  served  or  executed  before  the  suing  out  of  a  writ  of 
attachment,''  &c.  The  goods  being  in  custodia  legis 
under  the  attachment,  some  such  provision  has  been 
supposed  to  be  necessary,  in  order,  at  least,  to  displace 
pro  tantOyOT  in  toto  the  custody  of  the  sheri£F ;  under  the 
attachment  only  a  certain  class  of  creditors,  those  who 
sued  in  a  particular  way,  were  admitted.  This  was  clear 
under  5  W.  IV. ;  but  it  hardly  appears  so  clear  to  me 
under  the  later  act.  In  both  he  must  obtain  execution 
before  the  attaching  creditor ;  and  by  the  later  act  he 
must  have  commenced  his  suit  before  attachment  issued, 
and  have  proceeded  so  far  as  \  o  serve  process.  It  does 
not,  as  in  the  former  act,  describe  the  class  as  those 
who  shall  have  commenced  suit  by  process  bailable  or 
non-bailable:  but  rather  makes  this  class,those  who  shall 
have  commenced  suit,  the  process  being  only  referred  to 
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with  reference  to  the  stage  to  which  the  suit  shall  have 
reached,  and  if  it  has  reached  beyond  that  stage, 
though  not  by  that  course,  there  may  be  some  reason 
in  asking  if  the  legislature  could  have  intended  to  ex- 
clude them  ;  and  did  not  rather  mean  to  provide  that 
to  entitle  them  to  the  benefit  of  the  suit  they  have 
commenced,  they  shall  have  proceeded  as  far  at  least 
as  the  service  of  process.  If  they  have  proceeded  fur- 
ther, though  not  by  service  of  process,  they  should  be 
admissible,  it  being  the  stage  reached,  not  the  course 
of  reaching  it,  that  was  intended  to  be  provided  for. 

I  believe,  however,  this  is  not  the  interpretation 
which  has  been  put  upon  the  act  by  the  common  law 
judges,  who  are  certainly  most  competent  to  read  it 
aright ;  and  I  should  be  slow  to  attach  weight  to  the 
doubt  that  occurs  to  my  mind  in  opposition  to  their 
opinion. 

Taking  it,  then,  that  Potter  was  not  a  creditor 
within  the  exception  of  the  2l8t  section,  (upon  which 
point  I  do  not  press  my  individual  opinion,)  I  think, 
though  as  I  have  intimated,  with  some  doubt  and 
hesitation,  that  the  attachments  are  entitled  to  prevail.  * 

Per  curiam, — Appeal  dismissed  with  costs, —  [Sir  J, 
B,  Robinson^  O.J,,  McLean,  e/.,  and  Spragge,  V,C,, 
dissenting,] 
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[Before  the  Hon.  John  Beverley  Robingon,C.  J.,the  Hon. 
WiUiam  Hume  Blake,  Chancellory  The  Hon.  Jamei 
Buchanan  Macaiday,  G.J.,  C.  P.,  The  Hon.  Mr. 
Justice  McLean,  The  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Draper,  The 
Hon.  Vice-Chancellor  Eaten,  The  Hon.  Mr.  Justue 
Bums,  and  the  Hon.  Vice-Chancellor  Spragge.] 

ON  AN  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS. 


Dixon  v.  McLaughlin. 

Grant  from  the  Crown — Metes  and  bounds — Trespass  quare  clausam 
'         /regit. 

The  Crown,  by  a  patent  in  1838,  granted  a  parcel  of  land  as  contain- 
ing 70  acres,  being  the  easterly  half  of  lot  No.  30  in  the  7th  con- 
cession of  the  township  of  Albion  ;  the  metes  and  bounds  being 
given  as  commencing  at  the  south  east  angle  of  the  rear  or  east 
half  of  the  lot,  (such  point  being  known  and  undisputed,  and  the 
Crown  at  the  time  owning  all  the  land  in  that  concession  beyond 
that  lot.)  then  on  a  course  north  45045'  west  10  chains,  more  or  less, 
to  the  allowance  for  road  on  the  northern  boundary  of  the  town- 
ship, (which  was  also  well  known  and  ascertained)  then  south  740, 
west  33  chains  50  links.more  or  less, to  the  allowance  for  road  between 
lots  30  and  31 ;  then  south  sq^^o',  west  i  chain  50  links,  more  or 
less,  to  the  centre  of  the  concession,  Ac,  and  in  the  year  1850. 
another  grant  was  made  of  lot  No.  31.  in  the  7th  concession,  as 
containing  34  acres,  without  any  description  by  metes  and  bounds. 
In  the  original  survey  of  the  township  the  allowance  for  road  be- 
tween lots  30  and  31  had  never  been  run  through,  or  any  posts 
planted  on  the  rear  of  the  lots,  although  posts  had  been  planted  at 
the  front  angles,  and  by  producing  the  line  as  it  bad  been  run 
between  lots  30  and  31  in  the  6th  conccssion.the  distance  of  35  chains 
and  50  links,  as  given  by  the  patent,  along  the  allowance  for  road  on 
the  northerly  side  of  the  township,  would  be  materially  lessened. 
The  owner  of  lot  31.  treating  the  person  in  possession  of  lot  30  as 
a  trespasser,  in  respect  of  all  the  land  not  included  within  such 
limits,  brought  an  action  of  trespass  against  him.  Held,  reversing 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below,  that  the  grantee,  under  the  patent 
of  1838,  in  the  absence  of  any  post  to  mark  the  allowance  for  road. 
was  entitled  to  the  full  distance  of  35  chains  and  50  links,  as  specified 
in  the  grant,  without  any  reference  to  the  posts  planted  at  the  front 
angles  of  the  lot.  [Macaulay,  C.J.,  Esten  and  Spragge,  V.  CO., 
dissenting.] 

The  action  in  the  court  below  was  brought  by  Mc- 
Laughlin  against  Dixon.  The  writ  had  been  issued  on 
the  11th  of  November,  1852,  and  the  declaration,which 
was  filed  on  the  8rd  of  the  following  month^stated  that 
the  defendant,  on  the  11th  of  August,  1852,  and  on 
divers  days  and  times,  &c.,vi  et  armw,broke  and  entered 
a  close  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  township  of  Albion,  called 
and  known  as  lot  No.  81,  7th  concession  Albion. 
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The  pleas  were — let,  not  guilty,  and  2nd,  not  pos- 
eessed — upon  which  the  plaintiff  joined  issue. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  his  lordship  Mr.  Justice 
McLean f  at  the  Toronto  winter  assizes,  held  in  January, 
1853,  when  it  appeared  that  the  township  of  Albion  had 
been  laid  out,  on  the  original  survey,  into  concessions  and 
lots  with  double  fronts;  the  concessions  being  numbered 
from  the  south  northwardly,  and  the  lots  numbered  from 
the  east  westwardly,  with  a  supposed  width  of  80  chains 
and  depth  of  66  chains  and  67  links ;  that  the  northerly 
side  of  the  township  is  bounded  by  a  road  called  the 
Adjala  or  Tecumseth  road,  into  which  the  concession 
roads  of  the  township  of  Albion  run,  as  also  the  side  or 
division  roads  between  the  lots  bounded  by  such  roads, 
though  in  different  directions,  as  shewn  by  the  official 
plan  of  the  township  ;*  that  the  Adjala  road  cuts  the  lots 
bounded  thereby  not  at  right  angles  but  diagonally,  so 
that  the  highest  numbered  lots  in  Albion  abutting  there- 
on are  broken  lots,  some  being  triangular  lots  and  others 
with  one  comer  cut  off,  so  as  to  form  angles  on  that  side 
of  the  lot  acute  or  obtuse,  and  not  corresponding  with 
the  opposite  angles  of  the  lot  which  are  right  angles  ; 
that  the  highest  numbered  lot  in  the  6th  concession  is 
numbered  82,  the  highest  in  the  7th  concession  81,  and 
the  highest  in  the  8th  80 ;  that  No.  81,  in  the  6th  con- 
cession, and  also  No.  80,  in  the  7th  concession,  have 
each  angles  alike  at  three  of  the  corners,  with  the  north- 
west corner  cut  off  by  the  Adjala  road ;  that  No.  81,  in 
the  7th  concession,  (the  one  in  question,)  is  a  triangular 
lot,  according  to  the  government  plan,  bounded  on  one 
side  by  the  allowance  for  road  between  the  6th  and  7th 
concessions,  on  another  side  by  an  allowance  for  road 
between  it  and  lot  No.  80,  and  on  the  third  side  by  the 
Adjala  road  ;  that  original  posts  were  planted  to  mark 
the  allowance  for  such  side  road  between  the  lots  Nos. 
80  and  81,  on  that  part  of  these  lots  which  faces  or  is 

*  See  a  plan  of  that  part  of  the  township  at  the  end  of  this  report. 
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opposite  the  6th  coDcession ;  also  at  the  limit  between 
lots  29  and  30  on  the  same  front,  and  at  the  south-east 
or  easterly  angle  of  80,  in  the  7th  coneeBsion,  on  the 
front  facing  or  opposite  to  the  8th  concession ;  also  that 
posts  were  planted  at  the  points  where  the  limits  of  the 
several  concession  roads  intersected  the  Adjala road, bat 
not  at  the  points  of  intersection  of  the  side  or  divUion 
roads,  or  of  the  limits  between  lots ;  and  that  the  conces- 
sion roads  between  lots  29,  80  and  81,  in  the  6th  and 
7th  concessions,  and  betweto  Nos.  29  and  80  in  the  7th 
and  8th  concessions,  to  their  intersection  with  the  Adjala 
road,  are  undisputed ;  that  these  concession  roads  there- 
fore marked  the  south-west  frontsof  SOandSl  inthe7th 
concession,  the  imperfect  parallel  the  north-east  front  of 
No.  80, 7th  concession,  until  it  meets  the  Adjala  road,  and 
the  Adjala  road  defines  the  diagonal  fronts  or  sides  of 
each  of  these  lots  (Nos,  80  and  81)  on  that  road ;  that  the 
distance  from  the  allowance  for  road  between  the  said 
lots  Nos.  80  and  81,  in  the  7th  concession,  on  the  front 
which  faces  theSth  concession  to  the  Adjala  road  exceeds 
the  full  depth  of  half  a  concession  of  83  chains  33^  links, 
and  it  was  said  that  the  distance  from  the  same  point  to 
the  entrance  of  the  concession  road,  between  the  6th  and 
7th  concessions,  into  the  Adjala  road,  exceeds  the  fall 
width  of  a  lot  of  80  chains ;  that  by  running  the  side 
lines  of  those  lots  from  those  posts  or  angles  where  posts 
had  been  planted,  parallel  to  the  course  of  the  side  line 
at  lot  No.  1,  the  centre  of  the  7th  concession  may  be 
accurately  ascertained,  but  that  lines  run  from  the  two 
posts  placed  to  mark  the  front  angles  of  lot  No.  80,  at 
the  lower  or  southerly  side  thereof,  will  not  meet  at  the 
centre  of  the  concession,  and  the  line  traced  from  the 
comer  post  or  the  south-west  angle  of  the  lot  No.  SO, 
facing  the  6th  concession,  will  be  nearer  lot  No.  1  of  that 
concession,  and  more  remote  from  the  Adjala  road  than 
the  line  traced  from  the  comer  post  of  the  opposite  or 
south-east  angle  of  the  said  lot  facing  the  8th  concession, 
the  distance  between  the  points  where  they  severally 
intersect  the  centre  of  the  concession,  being  between  6 
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and  7  chains ;  that  the  line  or  limits  of  the  side  road 
between  No.  80  and  81,  7th  concession,  was  not  traced 
from  the  westerly  side  of  these  lots  through  to  the  Ad- 
jala  road  in  the  original  survey,  and  the  object  of  the 
action  was  to  determine  whether  the  allowance  for  road 
between  these  lots,  from  the  6th  concession  front  to  the 
centre  line  of  the  7th  concession,  should  be  continued 
through  to  the  Adjala  road,  in  other  words,  whether  the 
allowance,  as  indicated  in  the  original  survey,  is  to  be 
continued  on  the  same  line  parallel  to  the  line  of  lot  No. 
1,  through  the  whole  depth  of  these  lots,  until  it  inter- 
sects the  Adjala  road,  or  inly  to  the  centre  line  of  the 
concession,  and  in  that  event,  how  the  allowance  for 
road  between  such  centre  line  and  the  Adjala  road  is  to 
be  determined  in  consequence  of  what  is  called  the  jog 
caused  by  the  corner  posts  at  the  ]lower  or  southerly 
angles  of  lot  No.  80,  not  being  opposite  upon  the  course 
of  the  side  lines  of  the  concession. 

That  on  the  12th  October,  1838,  the  east  part  of  lot 
No.  80,  7th  concession  of  Albion,  (being  apparently  the 
residue  of  the  lot  es^clusive  of  a  full  west  half  lot,)  was 
granted  to  the  person  under  whom  the  appellant  holds, 
and  described  in  the  government  patent  as  containing 
70  acres,  commencing  where  a  post  has  been  planted  at 
the  easterly  angle  of  the  said  lot,  then  north  45*  45 ', 
west  10  chains,  more  or  less,  to  the  allowance  for  road 
on  the  northern  boundary  of  the  township,  then  south 
74*  west,  85  chains,  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  allow- 
ance for  road  between  lots  80  and  81,  then  south  89*  30 ' 
west,  1  chain  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  centre  of  the 
concession,  then  south  45*  45^  east,  80  chains,  more  or 
less,  to  the  southern  limit  of  the  said  lot,  then  north  89^ 
30',  east  38  chains  88t^  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  place 
of  beginning;  that  lot  No.  81,  7th  concession  Albion, 
having  been  sold  by  the  government  to  the  plaintiff  for 
£17,  was,  on  the  27th  of  July,  1850,  granted  to  him  as 
containing  84  acres,  be  the  same  more  or  less,  without 
any  other  description,  and  the  trespasses  complained  o 


374  BBBOB  AND  APPEAL  BBP0BT8. 

are  upon  the  northerly  angle  of  this  lot  and  westerly  of 
the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  Nos.  80  and  31,  as 
laid  down  in  the  copy  of  the  gOYemmentplan  produced, 
from  the  posts  planted  at  the  front  angles  of  30  and 
31,  facing  the  6th  concession,  and  as  contended  by  the 
respondent.  But  the  appellant  contends  that  the  Iocub 
in  quOf  by  reason  of  the  jog  already  mentioned,  was  in- 
cluded in  the  grant  of  land  and  forms  part  of  lot  No.  80, 
in  which  event  he  is  not  guilty  of  trespassing  upon  lot 
No.  31,  and  the  difBcultj  was  to  decide  upon  the  true 
boundaries  of  and  between  these  lots,  upon  the  ground. 

In  the  first  place,  the  actual  possession  of  the  Iocub 
in  quo  was  disputed  ;  in  the  second  place,  whether  it 
composed  part  of  lot  No.  31  was  contested.  With  re- 
spect to  the  possession,  there  was  a  struggle  between 
the  parties,  each  sowing  and  planting  grain,  potatoes, 
&c.,  upon  the  Ioctis  in  quOy  and  each  attempting  to  reap 
the  same.  A  person  named  Davidson  had  erected  a 
shanty  upon  a  part  of  the  premises  several  years  be- 
fore, having  entered  as  he  said,  under  the  appellant, 
before  the  respondent  came  there,  and  from  the  con- 
tradictory nature  of  the  evidence,  so  far  as  the  case 
turned  upon  possession,  it  depended  upon  ownership. 
Acts  of  trespass  by  the  appellant  were  clearly  proved, 
and  whether  those  acts  were  upon  the  respondent's 
possession,  depended  upon  whether  they  were  upon  any 
part  of  lot  No.  81. 

Then  as  to  boundaries  :  three  different  lines  were  run 
by  different  surveyors,  namely,  Walsh,  Kelly  and  Pros- 
ser.  According  to  Walsh,  or  Walsh  &  Dennison's  line, 
the  hem  in  quo  was  clearly  a  part  of  lot  No.  31,  for  that 
line  merely  extended  the  allowance  for  road  between  80 
and  31,  from  the  6th  concession  road  on  the  course  of 
the  concession  line  through  to  the  Adjala  road.  Ac- 
cording to  Kelly's  line,  the  principal  part,  if  not  all 
the  trespasses  complained  of,  would  be  upon  lot  No.  81, 
for  that  line  appeared  to  have  been  traced  from  the 
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centre  of  the  7tb  concession  to  the  Adjala  road.  Com- 
mencing at  the  distance  of  80  chains,  parallel  to  the 
line  of  the  concession  road,  from  the  point  where  a  line 
drawn  parallel  to  the  side  line,  from  the  post  at  the 
8.  E.  or  easterly  angle  Of  lot  No.  80,  (i.  «.,  from  the 
place  of  beginning  called  for  in  the  government  patent 
for  that  lot,)  meets  the  centre  of  the  concession,  Kelly's 
line  being,  of  course,  drawn  parallel  to  the  side  line 
of  the  concession.  This  line  passed  either  through, 
or  very  nearly  through,  Davidson's  shanty,  in  front 
or  rear ;  the  evidence  tending  to  shew  that  it  was  in 
the  rear,  rather  than  in  the  front. 

According  to  Prosaer'a  line,  the  locus  in  quo  was  all 
within  the  limits  of  No.  80,  owned  by  appellant,  and 
formed  no  part  of  No.  81.  Consequently,  adopting 
either  Walsh  or  Kelh/s  line,  the  respondent  would  be 
entitled  to  recover,  but  adopting  Prosser's,  the  appellant 
would  be  entitled  to  a  verdict.  Prosser's  line  was 
ascertained  by  tracing  from  the  south-east  angle  of 
No.  80,  or  place  of  beginning,  according  to  the  patent, 
thence  to  the  Adjala  road,  on  the  course  of  the  allow- 
ance for  road  between  the  7th  and  8th  concessions, 
the  distance  being  14  chains,  instead  of  10,  as  called 
for  by  the  patent,  thence  along  the  southerly  side  of 
the  Adjala  road  86  chains,  60  links,  the  distance 
(more  or  less)  specified  in  the  patent,  thence  parallel 
to  the  southerly,  or  concession  line  8  chains,  67 
links,  to  the  centre  of  the  7th  concession,  the  patent 
calling  for  1  chain  60  links,  more  or  less,  from  the 
Adjala  road  to  such  centre,  and  if  the  line  along  the 
Adjala  road  were  continued  in  a  westerly  direction 
until  within  1  chain,  60  links  of  the  centre  of  the  con- 
cession, it  would  encroach  still  further  upon  lot  81,  as 
claimed  by  the  respondent,  and  give  the  appellant 
more  land  than  he  claimed  under  the  patent.  But  if  6 
chains,  50  links,  instead  of  1  chain,  50  links,  be  adopted, 
in  consequence  of  the  excess  of  4  chains  more  than  is 
called  for  from  the  place  of  beginning,  to  the  Adjala 
road,  the  length  of  the  line  along  the  Adjala  road 
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will  be  shortened  accordingly.  According  to  Prossert 
sarvey,  the  appellant  would  have  77  acres  in  No.  80, 
and  respondent  nearly  76 ;  his  patent  mentioning  34 
acres,  and  the  respondent's  70  acres,  more  or  iesSi 
respectively.  If  WalsVs  line  was  adopted,  the  appellant 
would  be  reduced  to  66  acres  for  No.  30,  and  the  res- 
pondent's increased  to  81  (some  of  the  surveyors  said 
88,  and  upwards)  for  No.  81,  contrary  to  what  the 
patents  specify,  and  the  government  plan  indicates, 
from  the  south-west  angle  to  the  northrwest  angle  of  No. 
80,  (in  the  front  of  No.  30,  on  the  road  between  the  6th 
and  7th  concessions,)  and  to  the  allowance  for  road 
between  Nos.  80  and  81  is  84  chains,  88  links,  being 
an  excess  of  4  chains,  38  links,  according  to  the  width 
attained  for  the  front  of  full  lots  throughout  the  town- 
ship, but  there  are  what  are  called  jogs,  in  tracing  the 
side  lines  from  the  double  front  posts  to  the  centres 
of  concessions,  as  exhibited  by  the  plans  produced. 

The  difficulty  was,  upon  what  principle  or  data  the 
limit  between  lots  Nos.  80  and  81,  7th  concession,  in 
that  part  next  to  the  Adjala  road  was  to  be  determined. 

The  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause,  expressed  to 
the  jury  his  approbation  of  Prossers  line,  and  a  verdict 
was  rendered  for  the  defendant.    In  the  following  term 

Mr.  Hallinan,  for  plaintiff,  obtained  a  rule  upon  the 
defendant,  to  shew  cause  why  such  verdict  should  not 
be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  be  had  with  costs  to 
abide  t]ie  events  on  the  ground  of  the  reception  of 
inadmissible  evidence ;  for  misdirection,  and  on  grounds 
disclosed  in  affidavits  filed  which,  upon  argument,  was 
made  absolute. 

His  Lordship,  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common 
Pleas,  stated,  however,  that  Mr.  Justice  Sullivan^  who 
had  heard  the  argument,  but  had  died  before  judg- 
ment was  pronounced,  had  entertained  the  opinion 
that  the  line  as  ran  by  Prosser  ought  to  govern. 
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From  this  judgment  the  defendant  appealed. 
Mr.  Eccles  and  Mr.  R.  Cooper,  for  the  appellant. 
Mr.  HcUlinan,  for  respondent. 

Judgment, — Robinson,  C.J. — The  action  was  brought 
to  try  a  question  of  boundary.  At  the  trial  before 
McLean,  J.,  he  considered  that  upon  the  facts  proved 
the  right  was  with  the  defendant,  and  the  jury,  in 
accordance  with  the  opinion  which  he  expressed,  found 
their  verdict  for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  moved 
in  the  following  term  for  a  new  trial.  It  was  argued 
while  the  late  Mr.  Justice  SvUivan  was  a  judge  of  that 
court,  and  it  appears  from  what  was  said  by  the 
learned  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
in  delivering  his  judgment,  that  his  late  brother 
Sullivan,  though  he  took  at  first  a  view  unfavouiable 
to  the  verdict,  inclined  afterwards  to  the  opinion  that 
the  case  had  been  rightly  disposed  of  at  the  trial ; 
and  that  the  survey  made  by  Mr.  Prosser,  was  properly 
treated  by  the  learned  judge  at  nisi  prius  as  made 
upon  a  more  correct  principle  than  either  of  the 
surveys  upon  which  the  plaintiff  relied. 

Before  judgment  was  given  upon  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  however,  Mr.  Justice  Sullivan  died,  and  the 
case  was  again  argued  in  order  to  give  to  the  parties 
the  advantage  of  having  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice 
Richards,  who  had  succeeded  him.  After  taking  time 
for  consideration  the  court  gave  judgment,  ordering  a 
new  trial,  a  majority  of  the  court  not  agreeing  with 
the  view  of  the  case  which  had  been  taken  by  Mr. 
Justice  McLean,  to  which  view,  however,  that  learned 
judge  still  adhered.  This  judgment  has  been  appealed 
from.  The  case  turns  upon  a  legal  question  which 
evidently  leaves  room  for  doubt,  since  four  judges  who 
heard  the  point  argued  seem  to  have  been  equally 
divided  in  opinion  upon  it. 

The  parties  are  unfortunately  involved  in  an  expen- 
sive litigation  upon  rather  a  small  matter. 
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The  defendant  holds  by  a  chain  of  title  derived 
from  the  Crown,  under  a  patent  issued  in  1888.  The 
plaintiff  holds  under  a  patent  made  to  himself  in  1850. 

In  the  defendant's  patent,  which  is  the  elder  one, 
and  which  is  for  the  east  or  rear  part  of  lot  80,  in  the 
7th  concession  of  Albion,  the  quantit}'  of  land  is  ex- 
pressed to  be  70  acres,  more  or  less.  According  to  the 
boundaries  which  he  contends  for,  the  area  of  bis  land 
will  be  about  77  acres,  being  7  acres  more  than  the 
Crown  professed  to  grant  by  the  patent  under  which 
he  claims.  If  the  limit  between  this  part  of  lot  80 
and  the  plaintiff  *s  adjoining  lot  81  be  fixed  where  the 
plaintiff  insists  it  should  be  fixed,  the  area  of  the 
defendant's  land  would  be  reduced  to  66  acres,  being 
4  acres  less  than  his  patent  expresses. 

The  plaintiff's  patent  for  lot  81  calls  the  quantity 
34  acres,  for  which  he  paid  the  government  £17,  but 
if  the  line  between  him  and  the  defendant  be  fixed 
according  to  the  survey  which  he  seeks  in  this  action 
to  establish,  the  area  of  his  lot  woald  then  be  88  acres 
and  20  perches,  being  an  excess  of  49  acres  above  what 
his  patent  expresses.  If  the  boundary  between  him 
and  the  defendant  should  be  established  where  it 
would  be  according  to  the  survey  on  which  the  defen- 
dant relies,  the  plaintiff  would  still  have  nearly  76 
acres,  being  42  acres  more  than  his  patent  expresses, 
and  more  than  he  paid  for  to  the  government. 

It  will  be  seen,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  a 
little  unreasonable  in  what  he  is  contending  for,  still 
if  the  law  is  with  him,  it  is  in  his  discretion  to  insist 
upon  it,  and  we  have  no  right  to  withhold  from  him 
any  portion  of  what  he  may  in  our  opinion  have  shewn 
himself  to  have  been  legally  entitled  to. 

When  I  speak  of  the  quantities  of  land  expressed  to 
be  granted  by  the  respective  patents,  it  must  be  borne 
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in  mind  that  thoBe  qualities  are  atated  in  each  patent 
with  the  qualifying  words  "more  or  less."  This  shews 
want  of  certainty  at  the  time  of  making  the  grants  as 
to  what  the  exact  area  of  each  tract  might  be  found  to 
be,  as  laid  out  upon  the  ground ;  and  this  in  most  cases 
where  the  variance  turns  out  to  be  small,  makes  the 
facts  of  variance  of  little  weight  as  an  argument  on  one 
side  or  the  other.  When  the  variance  is  so  remarkable 
and  BO  striking,  however,  as  it  would  be  in  the  present 
case  if  the  plaintifTs  claim  should  be  upheld,  it  does 
seem  to  afford  strong  ground  for  inferring  that  what  is 
contended  for  in  any  such  case  must  be  inconsistent 
with  the  intention  of  the  Grown  in  making  the  grant, 
and  this  should  make  us  apprehend  that  tbe  claim  is 
grounded  on  a  fallacy,  and  that  something  is  assumed 
as  afoundation  forthe  construction  insisted  upon,which 
cannot  be  reconciled  with  the  original  plan  of  survey. 

Tet  we  have  seen  instances,  and  those  not  a  few,  in 
which  the  undeniable  application  of  legal  principles, 
and  of  the  provisions  of  our  provincial  statutes  which 
have  been  passed  for  settling  these  disputes,  has  driven 
the  court  to  a  decision  very  much  at  variance  with  what 
has  seemed  to  bave  been  the  understanding  and  inten- 
tion of  the  government  in  making  the  grant.  The  pro- 
vincial statutes  to  which  I  refer  are  excellent,  I  think, 
in  their  intention,  and  have  been  framed  with  judg- 
ment in  a  true  spirit  of  equity,  but  like  all  other  general 
rules,  they  will  occasionally,  in  their  application,  pro- 
duce hard  cases.  I  mention  this  only  to  shew  that  the 
effect  which  a  decision  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  must 
have  in  so  unreasonably  increasing  his  quantity  of  land, 
cannot  be  taken  as  sufficient  to  prove  his  claim 
unfounded,  though  it  may  well  suggest  a  strong  doubt 
that  on  close  examination  it  will  be  foimd  to  be  so. 

The  87th  and  44th  clauses  of  our  last  statute  for 
adjusting  disputes  in  regard  to  boundaries,  (12  Yic,  ch. 
85,)  shews  very  clearly ,that  where  townships  have  been 
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surveyed,  as  the  township  of  Albion  was,  with  double 
fronts  to  each  concession ;  that  is,  with  a  range  of  posts 
to  mark  the  limits  of  lots  in  the  rear  of  the  concession 
as  well  as  in  the  front,  that  shall  be  assumed  to  have 
been  done  with  the  intention  of  issuing  patents  for  the 
front  halves  and  rear  halves  separately  to  different 
grantees,  as  if  they  were  distinct  lots,  and  as  the  posts 
planted  with  this  view  along  the  rear  of  the  lot  in  each 
concession  will  in  such  cases  mark  the  front  of  the  rear 
half,  and  will  be  taken  to  define  the  limits  of  the  half 
lots  by  those  who  settle  upon  them,  the  legislature  have 
thought  it  right  to  make  express  provision  in  such  cases 
for  securing  the  patentees  in  the  enjoyment  of  the  land 
between  the  posts  planted  to  mark  the  front  angles  of 
each  rear  half  lot ;  and  they  have  done  this  by  provid- 
ing in  effect  that  the  front  halves  and  rear  halves  shall 
be  treated,  as  if  laid  out  separately  like  distinct  con- 
cessions, so  that  the  limits  of  the  rear  half  lots  shall 
not  be  subject  to  be  controlled  by  side-lines  drawn  from 
the  posts  set  to  mark  the  front  halves  of  the  same  lots 
nor  vice  versa,  but  in  ascertaining  the  limits  between 
any  two  lots  in  either  range,  the  range  of  front  halves 
and  the  range  of  rear  halves  are  to  be  surveyed  and 
dealt  with  separately ,  as  being  independent  of  each  others 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  several  concession^  are. 

Then  bearing  this  in  mind,  we  are  to  take  up  the 
defendant's  patent,  which  is  the  elder  one ;  and  we  see 
that  the  Grown  granted  to  the  person  from  whom  he 
traces  his  title,  the  rear  or  east  half  of  lot  30,  in  the  7th 
concession,  supposed  to  contain  about  70  acres,  de- 
scribing it  by  metes  and  bounds,  the  Grown  at  that 
time  owning  whatever  land  remained  in  that  conces- 
sion  beyond  this  lot  30,  and  therefore  being  at  liberty 
to  convey  to  the  grantee  what  it  pleased,  without  danger 
of  interfering  with  any  one  as  the  owner  at  that  time 
of  lot  31.  The  description  commences  at  the  south 
east  angle  of  the  rear  or  east  half  of  lot  30,  which 
angle  is  admitted  to  be  known  and  undisputed,  so  that 
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we  have  the  advantage  of  a  certain  fixed  starting  point . 
then  we  are  to  go  on  a  certain  course  10  chains,  more 
or  less,  till  we  reach  the  town  line  of  Adjala  :  there  again 
we  have  a  certain  point  to  go  to,  for  the  position  of  the 
town  line  of  Adjala  is  known  and  undisputed,  having 
been  actually  laid  out  in  the  original  survey,  and  been 
since  opened,  and  having  posts  placed  along  it  wher- 
ever the  several  concession  lines  of  Albion  intersected  it. 

The  distance  turns  out  to  be  14  chains,  instead  of 
10  as  expressed  in  the  patent ;  but  that  occasions  no 
difficulty,  for  the  distance  is  not  given  as  an  absolute 
one,  and  we  are  to  proceed  in  the  course  named  till  the 
town  line  is  reached.  The  great  difference,  however, 
between  the  actual  distance  from  the  post  planted  by 
the  surveyor  and  the  town  line,  shews  that  the  govern- 
ment either  from  the  plan  returned  by  the  surveyor  not 
corresponding  with  the  work  on  the  ground,  or  for  some 
other  cause,  seems  not  to  have  had  the  means  before 
them  of  giving  a  precise  and  accurate  description. 

8o  far,  however,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  carrying  out 
the  description  that  was  given.  The  whole  occasion  for 
doubt  arises  from  the  next  boundary  line,  which  is  to 
run  "South,  74''  west,  along  the  Adjala  line,  85  chains 
60  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  allowance  for  road  between 
lots  SO  and  81;'*  thence  the  description  proceeds  south 
^9"*  west,  1  chain  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  centre 
of  the  concession,  thence  along  the  centre  line  of  the 
concession  to  the  southern  limit  of  the  lot,  and 
thence  to  the  place  of  begining.  I  have  gone  through 
the  whole  description  in  order  to  place  in  view  the 
doubt  that  arises  upon  the  extent  of  the  line  along  the 
Adjala  road,  and  to  shew  how  it  applies.  Now  return- 
ing to  the  last  established  point,  we  are  to  go  along  the 
Adjala  town  line  85  chains  and  60  links,  more  or  less, 
to  the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  80  and  81.  The 
defendant  says,  and  says  truly,  there  is  no  allowance 
for  road  marked  out  and  visible  on  the  ground,  between 
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lot  31  and  the  rear  half  of  lot  80.  If  you  could  shew 
me  such  an  allowance,  I  should  have  a  right  to  go  there 
and  could  go  no  farther  along  the  town  line,  whether 
the  distance  should  be  more  or  less  than  35  chains  and 
60  links.  It  is  admitted  that  no  allowance  for  road 
between  the  rear  half  of  lots  30  and  31  was  marked 
out  on  the  ground  in  the  original,  survey,,  or  had  any 
posts  set  to  mark  its  position  either  upon  the  centre 
line  of  the  concession,  or  upon  the  Adjala  town  line. 

We  have  abundant  means  of  knowing,  judicially  and 
otherwise,  that  this  is  not  expected  to  be  done  in  any 
such  survey,  except  where  the  allowance  for  road  along 
such  rear  half  would  terminate  upon  a  concession  line 
in  rear,  and  then  the  road  would  be  marked  by  the 
posts  which  would  be  set  on  such  concession  line  to 
mark  the  angles  of  the  lot  on  each  side  of  it. 

The  divisi.on  line  between  the  rear  halves  of  lots  80 
and  31  happening  to  terminate  at  the  northern  front 
of  this  range  of  half  lots,  and  not  upon  any  concession 
line,  but  upon  the  external  boundary  of  another  town- 
ship which  it  strikes  obliquely,  no  post  was  planted  in 
the  original  survey  to  mark  the  intersection  of  either 
lot  with  the  Adjala  town  line.  If  there  had  been  such 
posts,  they  would  have  served  to  mark  the  allowance 
for  road  between  the  two  lots,  as  well  as  the  angles  of 
the  lots  themselves,  and  the  present  dispute  would  not 
have  arisen. 

The  plaintiff  does  not  deny  the  fact  that  no  side  road 
between  the  rear  half  of  lot  30  and  lot  31, or  allowance 
for  such  side  road,  is  to  be  found  either  in  use  or  marked 
out  upon  the  ground,  nor  has  he  endeavored  to  prove 
that  any  such  road  allowance  was  actually  run  out,  or 
its  position  in  any  way  marked  out  in  the  original  survey, 
or  by  any  public  authority  before  the  patent  issued.  But 
he  insists,  that  as  none  such  can  be  traced  as  laid  out  by 
authority  between  the  east  or  rear  half  of  lot  80  and  the 
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adjoining  lot,  we  must  be  guided  by  the  allowance  for 
road  that  was  laid  oat  between  the  west  or  front  halves 
of  lots  80  and'  81  in  the  same  concession,  and  that  we 
must  produce  that  allowance  northerly  to  the  town  line 
of  Adjala,  and  adopt  that  as  the  road  allowance  between 
the  rear  half  of  lot  30  and  the  adjoining  lot. 

We  cannot  do  that,  I  think,  because  it  would  be  in 
direct  opposition  to  the  87th  clause  of  the  Survey  Act, 
which  was  framed  to  meet  such  cases,  and  it  would  in 
fact  produce,  in  this  instance,  the  very  injustice  which 
that  enactment  was  intended  to  prevent.  The  two 
ranges  of  half  lots  having  been  run,  and  the  lots  posted 
independently  along  each  end  of  the  7th  concession,  it 
has  happened  in  this  case,  as  in  all  others  where  a 
survey  has  been  conducted  on  this  plan,  that  lines  drawn 
from  the  angles  of  the  lots  on  each  end  towards  the 
centre,  will  not  meet  exactly  at  the  centre  as  they 
ought  to  do.  Inequalities  of  the  ground,  and  other  na- 
tural obstacles,  and  sometimes  the  carelessness  of  chain 
bearers,  or  peculiar  local  attraction  of  the  compass,  will 
sometimes  produce  great  differences,  and  there  will  never 
be  an  exact  coincidence,  but  always  more  or  less  of  a  j  og  or 
shoulder  in  the  centreline  where  the  lines  ought  to  meet. 
That  is  the  case,  we  see,  in  regard  to  this  concession. 
The  part  of  lot  30  which  is  west  of  the  centre  line  has 
been  laid  out  on  the  ground  some  6  chains  and  more 
further  south  than  the  part  east  of  the  centre  line.  If 
the  southern  side  line  of  the  west  half  of  lot  80  were  to 
be  protracted  to  the  town  line  of  Adjala,  it  would  cut 
off  a  large  portion  of  the  rear  of  lot  29  and  throw  it 
into  lot  80,  but  it  is  quite  clear  that  cannot  be  done. 
The  defendant  can  obtain  no  indemnity  on  that  side  for 
the  6  chains  he  will  lose  on  the  northern  side  of  his  tract,  if 
he  is  to  be  bounded  by  the  aUowance  for  road,  being  pro- 
duced contrary  to  the  statute,  from  one  front  of  the  con- 
cession to  the  other.  The  plaintiff,  I  think,  attaches  a 
wrong  meaning,  and  gives  in  consequence  an  undue 
importance  to  the  reference  which  is  made  to  this  part 
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of  the  description,  "  the  allowance  for  road  between  lots 
80  and  31."  I  do  not  look  upon  those  words  as  intended 
to  refer  to  any  thing  that  would  be  certainly  found  upon 
the  ground,  and  that  would  therefore  serve  as  a  guide 
to  shew  the  breadth  of  the  lot.  They  were  merely 
inserted  to  shew  that  the  allowance  for  road  was  intend- 
ed to  be  excluded  from  the  patent,  and  therefore  that 
this  line  along  the  town  line  of  Adjala  was  not  to  be 
carried  full  up  to  the  side  line  of  lot  81,  but  that  a 
chain  was  to  be  allowed  between  the  lots  for  a  road. 

We  are  not  to  look  for  this  allowance  for  road  in 
order  that  we  may  find  where  the  lots  are  ;  but  we  are 
first  to  find  the  angle  of  either  of  the  lots,  and  then  we 
shall  know  where  the  road  is  to  run. 

In  most  townships  an  allowance  for  roads  between 
lots,  by  which  people  may  pass  from  one  concession  to 
another,  is  made  only  along  every  fifth  lot,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  copy  of  the  government  plan  produced  in 
evidence,  that  is  the  case  in  this  township.  It  happens 
that  one  of  these  allowances  falls  between  the  lots  30  and 
31,  and  it  is  noticed  in  the  description,  in  order  that  it 
might  be  seen  that  the  government  were  not  including 
the  road  in  their  grant,  and  that  the  grantee  may  carry 
his  line  to  the  road  allowance  only,  and^  not  across  it. 
If  there  had  happened  to  be  no  allowance  between  these 
two  lots,  then  the  boundary  line  which  gives  rise  to  this 
law  suit  would  no  doubt  have  been  described  thus : 
*^  then  south  74^,  west  along  the  Adjala  line  36  chains, 
50  links,  more  or  less,  to  the  limits  between  lots  80  and 
31,"  and  the  question  would  have  been,  how  to  find  that 
limit,  which  appears  to  me  to  be  in  effect  the  same  ques- 
tion that  is  before  us  now,  and  it  could  not,  I  think, 
have  been  solved  by  producing  the  division  line  between 
the  front  or  west  halves  of  30  and  31,  for  that  would 
have  been  contrary  to  the  principle  established  by  the 
27th  clause  of  the  statute  12  Vic,  chap.  35.  If  we 
could  not  have  fixed  upon]the  limit  between  the  lots  in 
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the  rear  by  this  process,  neither  can  we  determine  in 
that  manner  the  position  of  the  allowance  for  road, 
for  the  latter  is  a  mere  accessory  to  the  former,  and 
dependent  upon  it.  It  is  as  if  the  description  had  run 
thus :  ''then  south  74^  west,  along  the  Adjala  town 
line  85  chains,  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  within  one 
chain  of  the  limit  between  lots  80  and  81,  being  the 
allowance  for  road,"  or,  as  we  have  seen  in  some 
patents,  ''to  the  limit  between  lots  80  and  81,  leaving 
out  the  allowance  for  road." 

Then  comes  the  question,  if  we  are  not  permitted  to 
fix  the  boundary  line  between  80  and  81  in  rear,  by 
producing  the  allowance  for  road  at  the  front  of  the  con- 
cession, how  are  we  to  ascertain  it?  And  here  I  feel 
the  full  force  of  the  diflBculty  which  has  been  stated  by 
some  of  my  learned  brothers,  that  there  is  a  want  of 
any  thing  definite  and  precise  throughout  the  descrip- 
tion ;  after  reaching  the  Adjala  town  line,  we  are  told  to 
go  85  chains  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  an  allowance  for 
road ,  which  the  government  may  have  supposed  had  been 
laid  out,  and  would  be  found  marked  upon  the  ground, 
but  no  such  allowance  is  to  be  found  there,  and  thus 
the  distance  is  rendered  vague  and  uncertain  by  the  line 
being  appointed  to  terminate  at  something  ^^hich  cannot 
be  pointed  out.  There  is  someappearance  at  first  sight 
of  a  tendency  in  the  next  expressed  boundary  to  render 
this  last  definite  and  certain,  then  south  89^  west,  1 
chain  50  links  more  or  less,  to  the  centre  of  the  conces- 
sion, but  then  again,  the  value  of  the  expressed  distance 
of  1  chain  and  50  links,  as  a  means  oi  solving  the  diffi- 
culty, is  destroyed  by  the  introduction  of  the  words  more 
or  less.  If  the  distance  had  been  given  in  absolute  terms, 
then  we  should  have  known  that  the  previous  boundary 
was  required  to  be  carried  westerly  along  the  Adjala 
line  till  we  came  to  a  point  distant  1  chain  and  50  links 
from  the  centre  of  the  concession,  and  that  would  have 
been  a  direction  easily  followed  ;  but  the  qualification 
of  "  more  or  less"  shews  that  there  was  an  uncertainty 
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as  to  what  might  be  the  diBtance  between  the  Adjala 
town  line  and  the  centre  of  the  concession  at  the  point 
where  we  are  to  leave  the  town  line,  inasmuch  as  the 
length  of  the  boundary  along  the  town  line  had  not 
been  absolutely  stated.  The  western  angle  of  30,  not 
being  marked  by  any  monument  planted  on  the  town 
line  in  the  original  survey,  there  is  nothing  there,  and 
certainly  nothing  in  the  centre  line  of  the  concession, 
to  shew  us  where  the  allowance  along  the  rear  side  line 
of  80  is  to  be,  so  that  in  effect  we  are  told  to  go  along 
the  town  line  as  far  as  may  be  necessary  to  reach  an 
undefined  and  unknown  point,  which  will  be  found  to 
be  at  an  undefined  and  unknown  distance  from  the 
centre  line  of  the  concession. 

But  taking  this  to  be  literally  so,  and  admitting  the 
objection  of  vagueness  and  uncertainty  to  apply  with  as 
much  force  as  possible,  even*  so  as  to  compel  us  to  give 
up  in  despair  the  attempt  to  fix  the  limit  between  the 
two  lots,  that  would  certainly  not  be  decisive  in  the 
plaintiff 's  favour.  His  later  patent  for  31  gives  no 
description  of  that  lot,  but  merely  calls  it  by  its  name, 
and  in  effect  makes  its  boundary  to  depend  upon  the 
limits  of  lot  80,  which  the  Crown  had  previously  grant- 
ed, and  when  we  see  that  this  patent  assumes  to  con- 
vey only  about  84  acres  to  the  plaintiff  as  the  extent 
of  his  lot  81,  he  is  bound  to  shew  something  more  than 
that  the  limit  of  lot  80  is  uncertain,  before  he  can  call 
upon  a  jury  to  dispossess  the  owner  of  that  lot  of  any 
land  in  order  to  swell  the  contents  of  the  plaintiff's 
lot  from  84  to  88  acres.  So  long  as  we  cannot  tell 
with  precision  where  the  northern  limit  of  80  is,  we 
cannot  pronounce  how  far  the  southern  limit  of  81 
should  be  carried,  and  the  benefit  of  any  doubt  ought 
surely  not  to  be  given  to  the  one  who  already  occupies 
more  than  twice  the  quantity  of  land  that  he  had 
reason  to  expect  was  comprehended  in  his  patent. 

The  plaintiff,  however,  does  ask  to  have  a  certain  pro- 
cess applied  which,  if  it  can  be  admitted,  would  fix  the 
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diviflion  line  with  precision.  He  insists  on  having  the 
allowance  for  road  carried  through  from  the  front,  and 
that  the  defendant  shall  be  compelled  to  abide  by  that, 
although  from  his  southern  side  line  not  tallying  with 
the  side  line  of  the  front  half  of  lot  80,  he  would  lose 
six  chains  in  width  along  his  whole  tract  by  being 
made  to  range  with  the  front  of  lot  80  on  one  side, 
while  he  is  not  allowed  to  range  with  it  on  the  other. 
If  this  be  the  law,  we  must  admit  it  to  be  a  hard  law  ; 
but  I  do  not  think  that  the  defendant  can  be  placed  in 
that  unequal  position  consistently  with  the  spirit  or 
letter  of  the  survey  act. 

What  the  plaintiff  seems  chiefly  to  rest  upon  for 
supporting  his  claim  is,  that  inasmuch  as  only  one 
angle  of  the  rear  half  of  lot  30  was  marked  by  a  monu- 
ment on  the  concession  line,  and  no  monument  was 
placed  to  mark  the  western  angle,  nor  any  monument 
was  placed  at  the  north  east  angle  upon  the  concession 
line,  it  cannot  be  said  that  this  concession  was  surveyed 
(in  the  words  of  the  87th  clause)  with  double  fronts,  be- 
cause so  far  at  least  as  this  part  of  the  concession  is  con- 
cerned, posts  were  not  planted  on  both  sides  of  the 
allowance  for  road  at  each  end  of  the  concession,  and  so 
there  are  not  posts  at  the  rear  end  of  lot  80 ;  that  is,  not 
a  post  at  each  angle  from  whence  lines  can  be  drawn  to 
the  centre  of  the  concession  to  form  its  limits  on  both 
sides.  No  doubt  that  is  true,  because  the  8th  concession 
line,  near  the  centre  of  lot  80,  is  merged  in  the  township 
line,  and  the  8th  concession  runs  out  and  ends  there,  and 
there  would  be  no  further  posting  along  that  concession. 

But  it  is  not  the  less  true  that  the  8th  concession  was 
run  with  a  double  front,  and  that  posts  were  planted  at 
both  sides  of  these  allowances  for  road  between  the  7th 
and  8th  concessions,  and  at  both  ends  of  these  allowances 
where  they  reached  from  one  concession  to  the  other. 

This  lot  80  was  not  in  fact  an  exception,  because  there 
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was  not  and  could  not  be  any  allowance  for  road  leading 
across  from  the  8tb  concession  to  the  centre  between 
lots  30  and  31,  the  concession  having  terminated  near 
the  middle  of  lot  30.  Should  it  then  follow  that  this 
lot  30  is  taken  wholly  out  of  the  operation  of  the  87th 
clause,  not  because  it  was  not  a  concession  surveyed 
with  double  fronts,  (because  unquestionably  it  was,  so 
far  as  it  was  possible  in  the  nature  of  things,)  nor  be- 
cause this  allowance  for  road  was  not  marked  at  the 
rear  of  the  8th  concession  as  well  as  the  front,  be- 
cause the  surveyor  who  had  laid  out  Albion  had  done 
with  the  8th  concession  and  had  finished  his  survey 
in  that  direction,  before  he  had  reached  or  could  reach 
any  such  allowance  for  road.  It  is  quite  true  that  it 
has  followed  as  a  consequence,  it  seems,  that  no  post 
or  posts  have  ever  been  planted  to  mark  the  limit  to 
the  westward  of  the  rear  of  lot  30,  or  the  termination 
to  the  northward  of  the  allowance  for  road.  And  this 
being  so,  the  defendant  argues  that  we  cannot  treat 
the  eighth  as  a  double-fronted  concession  any  further 
than  the  south  side  of  this  lot  30.  It  is  true  the  87th 
clause  cannot  be  literally  carried  out  so  as  to  find  the 
northern  side  line  of  the  rear  half,  by  running  down 
a  line  from  an  original  post  on  the  north  side  to  the 
centre  of  the  concession,  because  there  has  never  been 
any  post  planted  there.  But  I  do  not  think  it  follows 
from  thence,  that  the  front  and  the  rear  range  of  lots 
in  the  8th  concession  are  not  to  be  treated  through  its 
whole  length  irrespective  of  each  other,  or  that  being 
so  to  the  prejudice  of  the  defendant  when  the  survey 
has  placed  his  portion  of  lot  30,  six  chains  and  more 
to  the  south  of  the  front  half  of  that  lot,  he  can  be 
controlled  by  the  post  placed  on  the  north  side  of  lot 
30  in  front,  and  thus  prevented  from  gaining  on  the 
one  side  what  he  has  lost  on  the  other. 

The  principle  of  double  fronts  must  apply  throughout 
the  concession,  as  it  seems  to  me,  or  not  at  all ;  I  mean 
it  cannot  be  carried  through  in  regard  to  all  the  lots  but 
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the  last ;  and  then  because  no  post  is  to  be  found  at  one 
of  the  rear  angles  of  the  last  lot — the  old  principle  of 
the  front  angles  on  a  concession  governing  throughout, 
be  adopted  in  its  place.  This  could  hardly  fail  to  be 
unjust  in  its  operation  generally,  as  it  certainly  would 
be  in  the  present  case;  and  the  legislature  could  never, 
I  believe,  have  intended  it.  The  negative  effect  of  their 
act  still  continues,  I  think,  that  you  shall  not  take  the 
front  posts  of  the  whole  lots,  because  where  that  was 
not  the  case,  the  front  posts  ought  not  in  reason  to 
govern  through  the  whole  extent. 

It  is  only  by  having  the  survey  of  Walsh  confirmed, 
which  was  made  upon  the  principle  of  producing  the 
allowance  for  road  from  the  front,  in  order  to  govern 
the  limit  of  lot  80  in  the  rear,  that  the  plaintiff  can 
expect  to  succeed,  for  the  other  surveys  made  upon 
the  idea  of  an  equitable  compromise  were  not  capable 
of  being  sustained  either  under  the  statute  or  the 
language  of  the  patent. 

Mr.  Walsh  seems  not  to  have  had  entire  confidence 
in  his  method  of  bounding  the  defendant's  lot,  for  he 
admits  that  while  he  made  his  survey  at  the  plaintiff's 
request,  before  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  his  grant, 
in  order  to  shew  him  what  land  would  come  under 
the  description  of  lot  81,  in  case  he  should  make  the 
purchase  from  the  government,  yet  he  recommended 
him  not  to  pay  for  that  part  of  the  land  now  in 
question,  which  would  be  cut  off  by  producing  the 
allowance  for  road  from  the  front ;  and  Mr.  Walsh, 
when  questioned,  seems  not  to  deny  that  when  he  first 
saw  the  defendant's  patent,  he  told  him  if  he  had  been 
aware  of  its  terms  before  he  made  his  survey,  he  would 
have  run  his  lines  differently. 

It  is  quite  natural  for  the  plaintiff  to  ask  how  the 
northern  boundary  of  the  rear  front  of  lot  80  is  to  be 
determined,  if  no  allowance  for  road  was  ever  laid  down 
between  it  and  81  in  the  rear  half  of  the  concession,  and 
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if  no  attention  is  to  be  paid  to  the  position  of  the  road 
allowance  in  front.  The  question  may  be  one  difScnlt  to 
answer,  and  it  is  evident  that  the  surveyors  were  all  per- 
plexed by  it,  but  it  must  be  recollected  that  the  plaintiff 
would  not  prove  his  case  if  he  should  merely  show  that 
there  is  an  insuperable  difiSculty  in  fixing  upon  the  true 
boundary  between  him  and  his  neighbour — he  must 
establish  more  than  that  to  enable  him  to  dispossess  the 
defendant.  Already  the  plaintiff  has  more  than  double 
the  quantity  of  land  that  the  government  professed  to  sell 
to  him,  and  before  he  can  increase  the  excess  at  the 
expense  of  the  defendant,  he  must  shew  conclusively 
where  the  true  boundary  is  between  his  land  and  the 
defendant,  and  must  shew  that  the  defendant  has  gone 
beyond  it.  He  does  not  shew  this,  I  think,  when  he  in- 
sists upon  those  words  of  the  patent, ''  to  the  allowance 
for  road  between  the  said  lots  80  and  81,"  as  being  the 
only  words  that  can  be  of  use  in  determining  the  ques- 
tion, because  there  is  no  such  allowance  in  the  rear,  of 
which  the  position  can  be  pointed  out,  and  the  allowance 
between  the  lots  in  the  front  range  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  question.  If,  however,  the  learned  judge  who 
presided  at  the  trial  was  right  in  his  opinion  upon  this 
point,  as  I  think  he  was,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  patent 
is  necessarily  incapable  of  receiving  such  a  construction 
as  will  settle  the  boundary.  It  is  by  no  means  a  new 
case  that  a  patent  should  give  a  distance,  as  this  does, 
expressed  in  chains  and  links,  but  with  the  addition  of 
the  words  *'  more  or  less,"  and  referring  to  something 
erroneously  supposed  to  exist,  by  which  that  which  is 
apparently  uncertain,,  is  to  be  controlled  and  rendered 
certain.  We  have  often  had  before  us,  in  other  cases, 
patents  containing  descriptions  in  which  one  or  more  of 
the  boundary  lines  were  thus  stated,  ''  so  many  chains, 
more  or  less,  to  a  post  marked,"  &c.,  where  it  appeared 
that  no  such  post  could  be  found,  nor  its  position  in 
any  manner  proved,  and  where  it  was  even  stated  to  be 
certain  that  no  post  was  ever  planted  to  mark  the  point 
In  such  cases  the  distance  must  from  necessity  be  taken 


DIXON  V.   M'liAUGHLIN — 1854.  891 

as  the  guide,  when  no  account  can  he  got  of  that  which 
was  referred  to  for  controlling  it. 

If  the  patent  for  lot  80,  instead  of  referring  to  an 
allowance  for  road  had  run  thus:  "  south  74®  west,  85 
chains  and  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  a  cedar  tree,  or  to 
the  hank  of  a  small  stream,  and  it  were  made  to  appear 
that  there  was  no  sign  or  traces  of  a  cedar  tree,  and 
nothing  like  a  stream  in  that  part  of  the  township,  we 
could  only  then  be  governed  by  the  85  chains  and  50 
links,  and  must  take  that  rather  than  hold  that  the 
patent  granted  nothing.  I  consider  the  effect  of  the 
manner  in  which  this  line  is, laid  down  in  the  patent 
is  that  you  are  to  go  on  the  course  mentioned,  85  chains 
and  50  links,  unless  you  find  that  you  sooner  come  to 
the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  80  and  81,  in  which 
case  you  are  to  stop  when  you  get  there ;  or  if  you  find 
that  the  distance  to  the  allowance  is  more  than  85 
chains  50  links,  you  are  still  to  go  to  the  allowance, 
which,  wherever  you  may  find  it,  is  to  be  your  guide 
and  not  the  distance  expressed.  In  other  cases  of  this 
kind  where  the  object  referred  to  is  not  to  be  found, 
courts  have  held  that  the  distance  mentioned  must  of 
necessity  govern  the  length  of  the  line,  and  we  must 
hold  the  same  in  this  case. 

Mr.  Hallinan  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  has  urged 
upon  us  that  as  we  find  in  regard  to  this  lot  no  double 
front  posted,  and  so  no  allowance  laid  out  in  the  rear 
of  the  concession,  we  should  take  the  government  plan 
of  original  survey  as  our  guide  as  to  where  that  allow- 
ance was  intended  to  be,  if  we  cannot  let  the  line  be 
produced  from  the  north  side  of  lot  80  in  the  front  of 
the  7th  concession.  But  we  can  no  more  do  that  than 
allow  the  front  lines  and  posts  to  govern  the  rear,  if 
it  is  right  to  hold  that  the  7th  concession  is  within 
the  87th  clause  of  the  statute,  as  being  a  concession 
surveyed  with  double  fronts. 

To  be  governed  by  the  map  in  such  cases  would 
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always  produce  confusion,  and  would  always  defeat  the 
intention  of  the  act,  since  it  is  quite  certain  that  the 
surveyor  in  every  case  means  to  lay  out  on  both  ends 
of  the  same  concession  an  equal  number  of  lots  of  the 
same  width  respectively,  and  his  plan  only  represents 
his  scheme  of  survey,  not  his  actual  work  on  the 
ground,  with  all  its  imperfections.  In  all  such  cases 
the  lines  would  be  found  to  be  laid  down  straight  from 
front  to  rear  as  if  they  had  been  chained  through. 
But  we  know  that  all  that  is  done  upon  the  ground  is 
to  chain  off  the  lots  on  each  front  and  set  posts  ;  no 
lines  are  run  from  either  end  to  the  centre  in  the 
original  survey,  and  when  this  comes  to  be  done  after- 
wards for  the  purposes  of  individual  occupants  it  is 
always  found  that  the  lines  do  not  exactly  meet.  They 
would  never  do  so  when  each  front  of  the  concession 
has  been  separately  posted ;  and  the  jog,  as  it  is  com- 
monly called,  is  often  very  considerable.  It  was  a  con- 
viction of  this  that  led  to  |the  provision  made  by  the 
legislature,  which  is  certainly  equitable  and  convenient. 

It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  the  question  presented  in 
this  case  is  a  new  one.  We  have  often  had  before  us 
cases  in  which  the  description  in  a  patent  has  referred 
to  monuments  which  were  assumed  to  have  been  planted, 
but  which  in  fact  were  not,  and  where,  in  consequence,  it 
has  been  considered  that  the  expressed  distance  must 
govern  though  qualified  by  the  words  **  more  or  less," 
to  a  post  marked,  &c.  We  have  also  seen  cases  in  which 
owing  to  the  interference  of  a  small  lake  or  marsh,  one 
angle  of  a  lot  was  not  marked  on  the  ground  by  any  post 
or  monument,  though  the  other  angle  was  marked  out. 
In  such  cases,  before  the  statute  of  1849, 1  suppose  the 
only  course  would  have  been  to  give  the  lot  its  width 
expressed  in  the  patent,  though  since  that  act  the  width 
would  be  determined  by  dividing  equally  the  space 
between  the  nearest  two  ascertained  monuments  upon 
the  concession  line.  The  survey  of  this  township  having 
been  made  after  that  statute,  the  surveyor  must  have 
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known  that  the  front  angles  were  expected  to  be 
marked,  and  that  these  half  lots  were  to  front  on  the 
8th  concession  line,  and  to  be  laid  out  independently  of 
the  half  lots  in  front.  Why  he  did  not  think  it  neces- 
sary to  mark  both  the  side  limits  of  this  half  lot  in  front 
I  do  not  understand,  for  there  was  no  difficulty  in 
doing  it,  and  it  was  not  the  less  necessary  because  the 
front  of  lot  80  happened  not  to  be  a  straight  front,  but 
to  follow  the  deflection  occasioned  by  the  Adjala  town 
line.  The  government  seems  naturally  to  have  as- 
sumed that  posts  had  been  set  on  that  town  line  to 
mark  the  fronts  of  the  lots  to  the  end  of  the  range. 
If  such  posts  had  been  set,  then  they  would,  according 
to  the  scheme  of  survey  have  marked  an  allowance 
for  road  between  the  angles  of  80  and  81,  on  the  town 
line,  and  such  marking  down  of  the  road  would  have 
been  conclusive  forever  as  tolthe  position  which  it  must 
occupy,  unless  changed  by  some  legislative  measure. 

The  Surveyor-General,  I  suppose,  judging  from  the 
plan  of  survey  that  had  been  returned  to  him,  assumed 
that  this  allowance  for  road  would  be  met  with  at  the 
end  of  about  85  chains  and  50  links  on  the  town  line, 
and  the  description  was  framed  in  such  terms  as  to 
make  the  actual  position  of  the  road  a  limit  which 
must  necessarily  govern  whether  the  distance  should 
be  found  to  correspond  actually  or  not. 

But  there  having  been  no  road  marked  down  in  fact, 
and  so  nothing  to  check  the  expressed  length  of  the 
line,  that  must  be  carried  out,  and  will  determine  the 
position  of  the  road,  instead  of  the  allowance  for  road 
determining  the  width  of  the  rear  end  of  lot  80,  as  it 
would  and  must  have  done  if  posts  had  been  planted 
in  the  original  survey  to  mark  it. 

It  is  wholly  inconsistent,  I  think,  with  both  the 
spirit  and  letter  of  the  87th  clause  of  the  statute  12 
Vic,  ch.  85,  that  the  side-lines  of  either  of  the  two 
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ranges  of  lots  in  a  concession  which  has  been  laid  out 
upon  the  plan  of  having  doable  fronts,  should  be  gov- 
erned by  thelots  in  the  other  range ;  and  it  is  clear  that 
the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  in  the  one  range  mast 
in  like  manner  be  independent  of  the  allowances  between 
lots  in  the  other,  because  those  allowances  are  nothing 
more  than  the  space  of  a  chain  reserved  between  the 
two  lots,  the  position  of  the  reservation  must  follow  the 
position  of  the  lots,  and  must  depend  upon  the  principle 
which  you  are  at  liberty  to  adopt  for  fixing  the  bounda- 
ries of  the  lots  ;  and  it  is  in  my  opinion  out  of  the  ques- 
tion that  we  can  allow  one  side  of  a  lot  which  has  been 
laid  out  in  a  double  fronted  concession  to  be  governed  by 
the  sideline  of  a  lot  on  the  other  side  of  the  centre,  un- 
less we  can  allow  the  other  side  to  be  governed  by  the 
same  principle,  which  we  certainly  cannot  do  in  this 
case  as  regards  the  southern  side  of  lot  80. 

For  these  reasons  I  agree  with  the  learned  judge  who 
tried  the  cause  in  thinking  that,  under  the  circumstan- 
ces, the  term  in  the  description  which  refers  to  the  al- 
lowance for  road  between  80  and  81  in  rear,  can  have  no 
effect,  because  there  being  no  evidence  that  any  such 
allowance  for  road  was  in  fact  laid  out  and  marked  upon 
the  ground,  we  have  no  proof  of  its  position,  or  rather  I 
should  say  of  its  existence,  and  we  are  not  authorised  to 
establish  its  position  by  protracting  to  the  rear  of  this 
concession  the  allowance  for  road  that  is  marked  by  the 
posts  planted  in  front,  any  more  than  we  could  take  as 
our  guide  the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  80  and  81 
in  any  other  concession  of  the  township.  The  correct 
course  under  the  circumstances,  I  think,  is  to  be  govern- 
ed by  the  expressed  distance  of  85  chains  and  50  links, 
and  not  to  go  beyond  that  along  the  township  line,  in  or- 
der to  reach  the  point  which  is  distant  1  chain  and  50 
links  from  the  centre  of  the  concession,because  that  is  not 
a  distance  given  in  absolute  terms,  but  with  the  qualifica- 
tion of  ''more  or  less,'*  being  founded  on  a  conjecture 
confessedly  uncertain  as  to  the  probable  position  of  the 
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road  aUowance.  There  being  no  proof  of  any  road 
allowance  we  can  only  take  the  distance,  and  that 
necessarily  fixes  the  position  of  the  road  allowance 
which  had  not  been  fixed  before,  for  it  is  clear  there  is 
to  be  the  usual  width  of  an  allowance  for  road  between 
lots  80  and  81  in  rear. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  Common 
Pleas  upon  the  application  for  a  new  trial,  which  pro- 
ceeded entirely  upon  a  legal  question,  must  be  reversed, 
and  the  rule  nin  for  a  new  trial  discharged. 

Judgment, — Macaulay,  C.  J. — In  the  observations  I 
am  about  to  make,  in  addition  to  what  I  said  in  the 
court  below,  I  wish  to  be  understood  as  meaning  by  the 
word  "north,"  that  part  of  the  township  of  Albion  which 
is  bounded  by  the  Adjala  road ;  by  the  word  "south," 
that  side  of  the  township,  or  end  of  the  concession  from 
which  the  lots  are  numbered ;  by  the  word  "  east," 
that  part  of  the  7th  concession  or  of  the  half  lots  in 
that  concession  which  front  on  the  allowance  for  road 
between  the  7th  and  8th  concessions ;  and  by  "  west," 
that  part  of  the  7th  concession,  or  of  the  half  lots  in 
that  concession,  which  front  on  the  allowance  for  road 
between  the  6th  and  7th  concessions. 

It  still  appears  to  me  the  question  does  not  depend 
upon  the  patents,  but  upon  the  original  survey  and  the 
statutes.  It  might  have  arisen  before  the  issue  of  any 
patent  for  the  defendant's  lot  No.  80,  or  for  either  lot, 
as  if  all  the  other  lots  had  been  granted  except  these  two, 
and  the  inhabitants  had  opened  the  road  directly 
through,  and,  as  for  the  east  part,  an  information  of 
intrusion  or  an  indictment  for  an  obstruction  was  pro- 
secuted. And  I  look  upon  the  patent  for  No.  80  material 
only  as  confirming  what  the  plan  of  the  original  survey 
imports,  namely,  that  there  was  a  part  of  lot  81  lying 
between  the  centre  of  the  7th  concession  and  the  Adjala 
road  to  the  east,  with  an  allowance  for  road  between  the 
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east  parts  as  well  as  the  west  parts  of  Nos.  80  and  81. 
Without  the  patents,  the  original  or  government  plan, 
and  I  suppose  the  field  notes,  had  they  been  produced 
in  evidence,  shew  that  a  continuous  allowance  for  road 
was  made  between  those  lots  from  their  west  front  to 
the  Adjala  road.  Whether  any  part  of  either  lot  extended 
beyond  the  centre  line  of  the  concession,  so  as  to  leave 
an  east  part  as  well  as  a  west  part  divided  by  such 
centre  line,  would  depend  upon  the  original  survey  as 
ascertained  upon  the  ground.  Upon  the  ground,  posts 
were  planted  at  the  south-west  angle  of  No.  80,  at  the 
allol^ance  for  road  between  Nos.  80  and  81  on  their 
west  front,  and  at  the  intersection  of  the  6th  and  7th 
concession  road  with  the  Adjala  road,  or  the  north-west 
angle  of  No.  81 ;  also  at  the  south-east  angle  of  No.  80, 
and  at  the  intersection  of  the  7th  and  8th  concession 
road  with  the  Adjala  road,  forming  the  north-east  angle 
of  the  said  lot  No.  80 ;  but  no  post  was  planted  on  the 
Adjala  road  to  mark  the  allowance  for  road,  or  limit 
between  the  east  parts  of  Nos.  80  and  81  on  that  road. 
That  was  to  be  determined  by  the  information  afforded 
by  the  plan,  field  notes,  and  the  posts  that  were  planted 
to  indicate  the  boundaries  of  these  lots.  When  those 
posts  are  examined  and  the  distances  measured,  I  under- 
stand it  turns  out  that  the  west  front  of  No.  80  exceeds 
80  chains  (the  proper  width  of  a  lot)  by  4^  chains,  and 
that  there  is  also  an  excess  in  the  west  side  of  No.  81, 
but  to  what  extent  was  not  proved.  It  also  turns  out 
that  the  post  at  the  south-east  angle  of  No.  80  is  not 
opposite  the  south-west  angle  of  that  lot  on  the  course 
of  the  governing  line  of  the  concession  ;  but  is  to  the 
north  of  it  6^  chains  ;  and  that  the  distance  Arom  the 
south -east  angle  of  No.  80  to  the  Adjala  road  is  14  chains. 
It  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  depth  of  the  conces- 
sions in  this  township  are  66  chains  67  links,  or  83 
chains  88}  links  for  half  the  concession,  which  by  80 
chains  for  the  width  of  lots  would  make  full  or  half 
lots  of  200  and  100  acres  respectively. 
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The  provincial  statute  60  Geo,  III.,  ch.  1,  sec.  12, 
which  is  still  in  force,  enacts  that  all  allowances  for 
roads  made  by  the  King's  surveyors  in  any  town, 
township  or  place  already  laid  out,  or  which  shall  be 
made  in  any  town,  township  or  place  within  this  pro- 
vince, &c.,  shall  be  deemed  common  and  public  high- 
ways, &c.,  unless  altered  as  therein  provided. 

The  38  Geo.  III.,  ch.  1,  does  not  seem  applicable,  but 
the  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  14,  has  always  been  treated  as 
declaratory  and  prospective  as  well  as  retrospective,  and 
though  not  particularly  mentioned  in  the  evidence,  the 
township  of  Albion  was  no  doubt  surveyed  and  laid  out 
after  the  passing  of  that  act,  and  before  the  12th  of 
October,  1888,  the  date  of  the  patent  for  the  east  part 
of  No.  80.  From  the  time  of  the  original  survey,  and, 
at  the  date  of  that  patent,  and  until  the  passing  of  the 
12  Victoria,  chapter  85,  (8rd  of  May,  1849,)  the  deter- 
mination of  the  present  question  depended  on  the  60 
Geo.  III.,  ch.  1,  sec.  12,  and  59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  14,  sees. 
2  and  9.  The  2nd  section  declared  the  unalteiable 
boundaries  of  townships,  concessions,  and  lots ;  and 
section  9  enacted  that  the  front  of  each  concession, 
lot,  or  parcel  of  land  should  be  considered  to  be,  and 
was  thereby  declared  to  be,  that  end  or  boundary  of 
such  concession,  lot,  or  parcel  of  land  which  was 
nearest  to  the  boundary  of  the  townships  from  which 
the  several  concessions  thereof  were  numbered. 

This  act  said  nothing  of  alternate  or  of  double 
fronted  concessions,  both  of  which  are  mentioned  in 
the  12  Vic,  ch.  35,  sees.  87,  38. 

The  omission  was  specially  provided  for  in  the  town- 
ship of  Osgoode,  by  the  10  and  11  Vic,  ch.  54,  passed 
in  the  year  1847,  and  amended  by  13  and  14  Vic,  ch. 
86,  which  restricts  its  operation  to  certain  concessions. 
That  township  had  been  surveyed  in  concessions  with 
doable  fronts,  whether  before  or  after  the  passing  of  the 
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59  Geo.  III.,  ch.  14, 1  am  not  aware.  The  act  of  1847 
at  the  special  instance  of  the  inhabitants,  enacted  that 
the  side  lines  should  be  run  from  the  posts  planted 
on  one  side  of  the  concession  to  those  on  the  other  of 
corresponding  numbers,  &c.,  without  regard  to  jogs, 
in  order  to  provide  direct  roads  through  the  conces- 
sions, although  the  effect  would  be,  to  prevent  the 
side  lines  being  run  parallel  to  the  governing  side  line 
of  the  concessions.  This  act,  though  local  in  its 
object,  is  material  as  indicating  that  each  side  line  of 
a  concession  laid  out  with  double  fronts  and  granted  in 
half  lots,  was  in  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  59  Geo. 
III.,  ch.  14,  to  be  regarded  as  the  front  of  each  half 
concession  respectively ;  and  that  the  side  lines  should 
be  consequently  run  from  the  posts  planted  to  mark 
the  front  angles  of  the  half  lots  on  each  respective  front 
to  the  centre  of  the  concession  parallel  to  the  govern- 
ing side  line.  It  is  probable  this  had  always  been 
considered  the  proper  course  in  townships  so  laid  out. 

Then  looking  at  the  present  question,  after  the  town- 
ship of  Albion  had  been  thus  laid  out,  what  was  the  allow- 
ance for  road  or  division  between  the  east  parts  of  Nos. 
80  and  81,  7th  concession,  lying  between  the  centre  of 
the  concession  and  the  Adjala  road,  before  the  grant  of 
1888,  or  between  that  period  and  the  passing  of  the  10 
and  11  Vic,  ch.  54,  and  12  Vic,  ch.  85  respectively: 

The  12  Vic,  ch.  85,  sec  85,  enacts,  that  the  course 
of  the  boundary  line  of  each  and  every  concession  on 
that  side  from  which  the  lots  are  numbered,  shall  be 
and  is  declared  to  be  the  course  of  the  division  or  side- 
lines throughout  the  several  townships  and  conces- 
sions in  Upper  Canada  respectively. 

(1.)  Provided  that  such  division  or  side-lines  were 
intended  in  the  original  survey  to  run  parallel  to  the 
said  boundary. 

(2.)  Provided  also,  that  when  the  end  of  a  concession 
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from  which  the  lots  are  numbered  is  bounded  by  a  lake 
or  river,  or  other  natural  boundary,  or  when  it  has  not 
been  run  in  the  original  survey,  &c.,  or  when  the  course 
of  the  division  or  side-lines  of  the  lots  therein  was  not 
intended  in  the  original  survey  to  run  parallel  to  such 
boundary,  the  said  division  jor  side-lines  shall  run 
parallel  to  the  boundary  line  at  the  other  extremity  of 
such  concession,  provided  their  course  was  intended  in 
the  original  survey,  &c.,  to  be  parallel  thereto,  and  that 
such  boundary  line  was  run  in  such  original  survey. 

(8.)  Provided,  further,  that  when  in  the  original  sur- 
vey, &c.,  the  division  or  side-lines,  were  not  intended  to 
run  parallel  to  the  boundary  line  at  either  end  of  the 
concession,  they  shall  be  run  at  such  angle  with  the 
coarse  of  the  boundary  line  at  that  end  of  the  concession 
from  which  the  lots  are  numbered,  as  is  statedin  the  plan 
(mdjield-notes  of  the  original  survey  of  record  in  the  office 
of  the  commissioner  of  Grown  lands,  &c.,  or  if  neither  of 
the  aforesaid  boundaries  were  run  in  the  original  sur- 
vey, or  if  it  be  bounded  at  each  end  by  a  lake  or  river,  or 
other  natural  boundary,  then  at  such  angle  with  the 
course  of  the  line  or  front  of  the  said  concession  as  is 
stated  in  the  plan  andjield-notes  as  aforesaid. 

(4.)  Provision  for  cases  oftwoormore  proof  lines,  &c. 

(5.)  Provides  for  sections  surveyed  under  Order  in 
Council  of  27th  of  March,  1829. 

Sec.  86  enacts  that  the  front  of  each  concession  in  any 
.township  where  only  a  single  row  of  posts  have  been 
planted  on  the  concession  lines  and  the  lands  have  been 
described  in  whole  lots,  shall  be  considered  to  be,  and  is 
declared  to  be,  that  end  or  boundary  of  the  township  from 
which  the  several  concessions  thereof  are  numbered. 

(1.)  Provided  that  in  those  townships  which  are 
bounded  in  front  by  a  river  or  lot,  where  no  posts  or 
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other  boundaries  were  planted  in  the  original  survey 
on  the  bank  of  such  river  or  lake  to  regulate  the  width 
in  front  of  the  lots  in  such  broken  front  concession, 
the  division  or  side-lines  of  the  lots  in  such  broken 
front  concession  shall  be  drawn  from  the  posts  or  other 
boundaries  on  the  concession  line  in  rear  thereof y  paral- 
lel to  the  governing  line  determined  as  aforesaid,  to 
the  river  or  lake  in  front. 

(2.)  Provided  also,  that  when  the  line  in  front  of 
any  such  concession,  (i.  e.,  in  any  township  first  above- 
mentioned,}  has  not  been  run  in  the  original  survey, 
the  division  or  side-lines  of  the  lots  in  such  concession 
shall  be  run  from  the  original  posts  or  monuments 
placed  or  planted  on  the  rear  line  thereof,  parallel  to 
the  governing  line  determined  as  aforesaid,  to  the  depth 
of  the  concession,  that  is,  to  the  centre  of  the  space 
contained  between  the  lines  in  front  of  the  adjacent 
concession,  if  the  concessions  were  intended  in  the 
original  survey,  to  be  of  an  equal  depth,  or  if  they  were 
not  so  intended,  then  to  the  proportionate  depth  intend- 
ed in  the  original  survey,  as  shewn  on  the  plan  or  field- 
notes  thereof  of  record  in  the  office  of  the  commissioner 
of  Grown  lands,  having  due  respect  to  any  allowance 
for  road  or  TOdbdsmade  in  the  original  survey ;  and  that  a 
straight  line  joining  the  extremities  of  the  division  or 
side-lines  of  any  lot  in  such  concession,  drawn  as  afore- 
said, shall  be  the  true  boundarj^  of  that  end  of  the  lot 
which  has  not  been  run  in  the  original  survey. 

The  last  proviso  seems  to  me  equivalent  to  the  87th 
section,  respecting  cases  where  alternate  concession 
lines  only  have  been  run. 

Sec.  40.  That  in  all  cases  when  any  land  surveyor  shall 
be  employed  in  Upper  Canada  to  run  any  other  side- 
line or  limit  between  lots,  and  the  original  post  or  monu- 
ment from  which  such  line  should  commence,  cannot 
be  faimdy  he  shall  obtain  the  best  evidence,  &c.,  respect- 
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ing  such  side-line,  post,  or  monument ;  but  if  the  same 
cannot  be  satisfactorily  ascertained  then  he  shall  mea- 
sure the  true  distance  between  the  nearest  undisputed 
posts,  limits,  or  monuments,  and  divide  such  distance 
into  such  namber  of  lots  as  the  same  contained  in  the 
original  survey,  assigning  to  each  a  breadth  propor- 
tionate to  that  intended  in  such  original  survey,  as 
shev^n  on  the  plan  and  field-notes  thereof  of  record  in 
the  office  of  the  commissioner  of  Crown  lands.  And  if 
any  portion  of  the  line  in  front  of  the  concession  in 
which  such  lots  are  situate,  or  boundary  of  the  town- 
ships in  which  such  concessions  are  situate,  intended 
in  the  original  survey  to  be  straight,  shall  be  oblite- 
rated or  lost,  then  the  surveyor  shall  run  a  straight  line  . 
between  the  nearest  points  or  places  where  such  line 
can  be  clearly  or  satisfactorily  ascertained,  and  shall 
plant  all  such  intermediate  posts  or  monuments  as  he 
may  be  required  to  plant  in  the  lines  ascertained,  having 
due  respect  to  any  allowance  for  a  road  or  roads,  &c., 
set  out  in  such  original  survey,  and  the  limits  of  each 
lot  so  found  shall  be  taken,  and  is  declared  to  be  the 
true  limits  thereof,  any  law  to  the  contrary,  &c. 

Before  the  patent  of  1838,  I  apprehend  that,  what- 
ever might  be  the  legal  course  to  be  adopted  in  relation 
to  full  double  fronted  lots,  the  allowances  for  side  roads 
or  for  division  or  side  lines  between  broken  lots  at  the 
extremity  of  the  concessions,  would  be  from  the  west  or 
proper  fronts  through  to  the  Adjala  road,  and  that  this 
rule  would  be  applied  not  only  to  the  allowance  for  road 
between  Nos.  30  and  31,  but  to  all  side  roads  and  divi- 
sion or  side  lines  of  the  broken  or  incomplete  lots 
bounded  by  the  Adjala  road  along  the  whole  of  that 
side  of  the  township.  The  provisoes  in  the  36  and 
36  sections  of  12  Vic,  ch.  35,  seem  to  me  to  aid  this 
view — posts  planted  in  the  rear  of  concessions  being 
thereby  made  to  govern  where  no  front  posts  had  been 
planted  in  the  broken  fronts  of  lots  owing  to  lakes  or 
rivers.  And  although  no  provision  is  expressly  made 
26  I  E.  ^^    A. 
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therein  except  as  to  the  courses  of  the  side  lines  in 
townships  or  concessions  whose  ends  are  so  broken,  or 
which  seem  to  me  tantamount,  not  bounded  by  the 
governing  course,  owing  to  a  diagonal  road  allowance 
running  between  adjacent  townships,  and  cutting  or 
bounding  the  lots  on  that  side,  still  I  think  the  cases 
therein  proyided  for  and  the  present  are  analogous. 
Those  sections  however  are  intended  to  prescribe  the 
courses  of  the  side  lines  between  lots  rather  than  the 
points  from  which  such  courses  are  to  be  run. 

It  is  section  82  that  more  immediately  applies,  by 
enacting  that  all  boundary  lines  of  townships ;  all  con- 
cession lines,  governing  points,  and  all  boundary  lines 
of  concessions,  &c.,  and  all  side  lines  and  limits  of  lots 
surveyed,  and  all  posts  or  monuments  which  have  been 
placed  or  planted  at  the  front  angles  of  eny  lots  or 
parcels  of  land,  &c.,  shall  be  and  are  declared  to  be 
the  true  and  unalterable  boundaries  of  all  and  every 
such  township,  concession,  lot,  or  parcel  of  land  respec- 
tively, whether  the  same  shall  upon  admeasurement, 
be  found  to  contain  the  exact  width,  or  more  or  less 
than  the  exact  width  expressed  in  any  letters  patent, 
grant,  &c.,  in  respect  of  such  township,  concession,  lot, 
&c.,  and  such  township,  concession,  lot,  &c.,  shall  em- 
brace the  whole  width  contained  between  the  front 
posts,  monuments,  or  boundaries,  planted  or  placed  at 
the  front  angles  of  any  such  township,  concession,  lot,&c. 

The  whole  scope  of  that  section  and  of  the  act  shews 
that  the  original  survey  was  to  control  the  patent,  and 
not  the  patent  to  control  the  survey;  and  that  the 
patents  or  grants  are  to  be  applied  by  reference  to  the 
original  survey,  posts,  &c.,  as  found  upon  the  ground ; 
or  failing  these,  by  reference  (if  need  be)  to  the  govern- 
ment plan  and  field-notes  of  the  original  survey  of 
record  in  the  ofl&ce  of  the  commissioner  of  Crown 
lands  ;  and  not  to  the  descriptions  contained  in  the 
Grown  grants. 

Now  the  only  posts  planted  to  mark  the  front  angles 
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of  the  east  part  of  lot  No.  80  were  at  the  south-east 
angle  and  the  Adjala  road,  14  chains  apart.  The  only 
posts  planted  to  mark  the  front  angles  of  No.  81»  were 
at  its  sonth-west  and  north-west  angles — no  post  is 
planted  to  define  the  limit  or  allowance  for  road  between 
the  east  part  of  these  lots  on  the  Adjala  road.  It  is 
not  contended  that  the  east  part  of  No.  SO  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  lines  drawn  from  its  south-east  angle,  and 
its  north-east  angle  where  it  intersects  with  the  Adjala 
road,  respectively,  to  the  centre  of  the  concession, which 
would  form  a  block  of  14  chains  by  83  chains  and  88^ 
links,  and  reduce  the  tract  much  more  than  in  my 
opinion  it  ought  to  be  reduced ;  and  still  why  should  it 
not  be  the  limit  according  to  the  double  front  rule  con- 
tended for  ?  I  do  not,  however,  think  such  a  construc- 
tion should  be  placed  upon  the  statute  (though  perhaps 
literally  it  might)  as  would  limit  No  80  to  its  east  front 
of  14  chains,  because  the  post  planted  at  its  north-east 
angle  at  the  Adjala  road  was  not  intended  to  determine 
its  full  width  as  a  complete  front.  But  from  that  point 
the  front  ceased,  and  it  became  a  broken  or  incomplete 
lot,  just  as  No.  81  was,  measured  from  the  opposite  point. 

The  northerly  or  upper  part  of  No.  80,  and  the  east- 
erly part  of  No.  81,  are  not  indicated  by  any  posts 
actually  planted,  so  that  the  division  line  or  side  road 
between  the  east  parts  of  these  lots  depends  upon 
construction. 

In  the  first  place  I  do  not  consider  the  lots  as  if  in 
separate  concessions.  They  are  not  so  in  fact.  The 
statute  does  not  declare  double  fronted  concessions  to 
be  separate  concessions  even  though  granted  or  describ- 
ed in  half  lots.  There  is  no  allowance  for  road  between 
the  respective  halves,  and  if  regarded  as  in  effect  double 
concessions  not  divided  by  a  road  between  them,  I  think 
there  is  much  in  the  provisoes  to  the  12  Vic,  ch.  86, 
sees.  85, 86,  already  referred  to,  to  shew  that  the  allow- 
ance for  road  separating  the  easterly  parts  of  lots  80 


404  ERROR   AND  APPEAL  REPORTS. 

and  81  must  be  the  allowance  made  on  their -west  front 
continued  to  the  Adjalaroad.  I  consider  it  a  question 
of  intention,  and  it  appears  clear  to  me  that  the  allow- 
ance for  road  made  on  the  west  side  or  end  of  those 
lots  was  intended  to  be  so  made,  not  to  the  centre 
merely,  but  to  the  centre  if  the  half  lots  on  the  east 
side  of  the  concession  proved  full  lots,  if  not,  then  to 
the  Adjala  road  or  to  the  end  of  the  township  in  the 
direction  of  that  road.  I  think  this  the  manifest  in- 
tention of  the  government  surveyor  who  made  the 
original  survey,  in  relation  to  all  the  side  roads  or  limits 
between  the  broken  lots  throughout  that  side  of  the 
township. 

In  the  next  place  I  cannot  think  the  area  or  contents 
of  the  lots  in  acres,  according  to  the  patents  or  plan, 
conclusive.  The  grant  for  the  east  part  of  No.  80,  in 
1888,  describes  it  from  the  original  plan,  and  the 
contents  of  both  lots  Nos.  80  and  81  are  in  the 
patents  taken  from  the  same  source — this  can  readily 
be  tested  by  measurement  according  to  the  scale  on 
which  that  plan  is  made.  The  patents  are  framed  in 
reference  to  the  plan,  the  plan  in  reference  to  the 
original  survey,  and  the  legislature  declares  that 
survey  shall  govern. 

Moreover  the  large  excess  said  to  exist  in  No.  81 
beyond  what  the  plan  indicates,  and  the  grant  of  that 
lot  supposes,  arises  principally  in  the  west  part,  and 
not  the  east  part  of  such  lot. 

The  patents  suppose  70  acres  in  the  east  part  of  No. 
80,  and  84  acres  in  the  whole  of  No.  81 ;  but  even 
Prosaer'a  line  would,  he  says,  give  76  acres  to  No.  31, 
of  which  a  very  small  portion  would  be  on  the  easterly 
side  of  the  centre  line  of  the  concession,  so  that  the 
west  part  of  thatlot  contains  nearly  76  acres,  and  that 
half  or  part  is  certainly  bounded  on  the  south  by  the 
allowance'for  road  between  it  and  No.  80,  and  cannot 
be  curtailed  by  construction  or  by  patent.    It  is  said 
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that  Pro$ser*8  line  would  give  to  No.  30, 77  acres,  and 
that  Walsh's  line  would  reduce  it  to  66  acres,  and 
increase  No.  31  to  upwards  of  80  acres.  Compared 
with  Prossers  estimate  as  in  evidence  the  difference 
would  be  11  acres  in  the  comparative  contents  of  No. 
30,  and  only  from  5  to  7  in  relation  to  No.  31,  and  both 
cannot  be  correct.  It  shews,  however,  that  lot  No.  31 
would  not  be  increased  more  than  10  or  11  acres  by  its 
supposed  encroachment  upon  No.  30,  and  that  No.  30 
would  not  be  diminished  more  than  4  acres  below  its 
supposed  quantity,  as  described  in  the  patent.  This, 
I  think,  affords  proof  that  the  east  part  of  No.  80  was 
intended  to  be  bounded  by  the  allowance  for  road  pro- 
duced from  the  west  front  to  the  AdjaU  road,  leaving 
the  residue  of  the  tract  a  broken  lot,  No.  31. 

I  am  not  satisfied  that  bounding  the  east  part  of  No. 
30  by  that  road  its  contents  will  not  equal  70  acres.  If 
the  depth  of  the  half  concession  be  88  chains  33^  links, 
as  I  suppose'  it  is,  hearing  nothing  to  the  contrary,  the 
oblong  square  formed  by  the  14  chains  and  the  centre 
line  of  the  concession  would  contain  46  acres  or  more, 
and  the  irregular  figure  which  the  residue  of  the  lot 
would  form,  would,  I  think,  equal  24  acres,  unless  there 
be  some  inaccuracies  in  the  evidence  or  plans  as  I 
understand  them. 

Had  the  south  or  lower  side  of  the  east  part  of  No. 
30  corresponded  with  the  south  or  lower  side  of  the 
west-half,  or  been  25  chains  from  the  Adjala  road, 
instead  of  14  chains,  the  north  boundary  of  that  lot, 
and  the  allowance  for  road  between  it  and  lot  No.  31, 
would  still  have  been  the  same,  and  its  contents  would 
have  been  increased  in  proportion.  So  No.  31  might 
have  been  less,  had  its  southern  boundary  been  nearer 
the  Adjala  road  than  it  is.  All  tends  to  evince  that 
the  contents  cannot  determine  the  division  line,  and  if 
the  determination  of  that  line  had  preceeded  these 
grants,  it  could  have  been  of  no  consequence  to  the 
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Crown  aB  owning  the  whole,  what  the  contents  of  the 
lots  were,  or  where  the  allowance  forxoad  divided  them, 
provided  it  connected  the  6tb  and  7th  concessions  road 
with  the  Adjala  road.  I  do  not  see  that  No.  81  being 
set  apart  as  a  clergy  reserve  can  make  any  difference, 
although  it  may  have  been  taken  in  the  specification 
as  only  84  acreg.  Inaccuracies  of  that  kind,  since  the 
original  survey,  cannot  change  or  alter  the  original 
survey  or  the  e£fect  thereof  under  the  statutes. 

The  method  suggested  of  tracing  30  chains  upon  the 
centre  line  of  the  concession  to  determine  the  west 
boundary  and  length  of  the  east  part  of  lot  No.  80  is  a 
mere  alternative,  unconnected  with  the  original  survey. 
Among  other  objections  to  it,  it  may  be  observed  that 
it  cannot  lead  to  any  allowance  for  road  between  80 
and  81,  any  more  than  the  distance  of  85^  chains 
traced  on  the  Adjala  road,  unless  it  be  to  the  allowance 
left  on  the  west  sides  of  those  lots.  If  that  road  were 
opened  or  traced  up  to  the  centre  of  the  concession, 
the  proposed  line  of  80  chains,  if  traced  up  from  the 
Bouth*west  angle  of  the  east  part  of  No.  80,  on  the 
centre  line  of  the  concession,  would  intersect  it,  unless 
the  80  chains  fell  short  of  it,  and  so  intersecting  it  the 
line  should  there  stop ;  for  no  surveyor  adopting  that 
method  in  an  original  survey  would  have  passed  and 
crossed  the  allowance  for  road  so  as  to  stop  it  at  the 
centre  of  the  concession,  and  adopting  a  line  drawn  np 
the  centre  of  the  concession,  therefore  supports  my 
view,  for  whenever  it  met  the  allowance  for  road 
separating  the  west  parts  of  the  lots,  that  road  would 
be  indicated  as  the  proper  division  between  the  east  parts 
also.  To  govern  and  block  up  that  allowance  would  be 
so  clearly  against  the  intention  of  the  original  survey, 
and  so  absurd  in  itself  that  no  professional  surveyor 
would  think  of  doing  it.  If  the  description  given  of 
the  east  part  of  80  had  been  the  reverse  of  what  it  is, 
and  the  first  distance  had  been  run  from  the  place  of 
beginning  to  the  centre  of  the  concession  (instead  of  to 
the  Adjala  road)  and  thence  up  the  centre  line  of 
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the  concession,  80  chains  more  or  less,  to  the  allowance 
for  road  between  Nos.  80  and  81,  and  if  the  allowance 
which  divides  the  west  parts  of  those  lots  be  supposed 
(as  it  ought  to  be  supposed)  traced  up  to  the  centre  of 
the  concession,  the  line  traced  up  from  the  south  side 
of  lot  No.  80  along  the  centre  of  the  concession,  would 
intersect  that  allowance  for  road  at  right  angles,  and 
in  the  absence  of  any  other  allowance  for  road  made 
on  the  ground  that  would  indicate  the  allowance  called 
for,  and  I  consider  the  description  as  it  is  the  same  in 
efifect  as  if  the  allowance  had  been  traced  through  to 
the  Adjala  road. 

Section  40  is  not  applicable.  It  is  intended  to  pro- 
vide for  the  casualities  therein  specified — not  a  case 
like  the  present.  The  lots  could  not  be  divided  along 
the  Adjala  road  by  the  method  therein  declared,  no 
such  survey  ever  was  intended,  and  that  section  is 
meant  to  supply  lost  posts  or  monuments,  or  to  supply 
incomplete  surveys  that  were  intended  but  omitted  to 
be  made.  But  if  applicable,  I  see  no  better  course  to 
be  pursued  than  what  I  think  the  correct  one,  without 
regard  to  it.  No  place  of  beginning  from  which  the 
side  lines  of  80  and  81  could  be  run,  was  ever  posted 
or  intended  to  be  marked  or  left  on  the  Adjala  road, 
and  I  do  not  see  how  it  can  be  run  pursuant  to  the 
statute  except  by  tracing  the  allowance  for  road  from 
the  west  side  of  the  lots  to  the  Adjala  road. 

Nor  do  I  think  the  limits  are  to  be  determined  by 
applying  the  distances  specified  in  the  patent  of  1888, 
as  if  they  had  been  positively  expressed,  or  that  there  is 
any  more  rightto  adopt  the  second  distance  of  85  chains 
50  links  as  positive,  unless  an  allowance  for  road  be 
actually  found,  than  to  stop  in  the  first  distance  at  the 
end  of  10  chains,  though  short  of  the  Adjala  road  by  4 
chains :  or  that  tracing  from  the  point  of  intersection 
with  that  road  at  the  end  of  14  chains,  we  are  to  go  on 
35^  chains,  and  then  stop  because  no  allowance  for  road 
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can  be  found  posted  or  marked  on  the  ground  between 
the  east  parts  of  lots  numbers  30  and  81,  any  more  than 
at  a  point  1  chain  and  50  links  from  the  centre  of  the 
concession,  or  at  5  chains  50  links  from  such  centre, 
allowing  for  the  4  chains  excess  between  the  place  of 
beginning  and  the  Adjala  road.  I  look  upon  the  patent 
as  if  it  had  said  85  chains  50  links,  more  or  less,  to  the 
allowance  for  road,  according  to  the  original  surrey, 
.  field  notes,  and  original  plan,  and  according  to  the 
statute  in  that  behalf. 

It  might  have  happened  that  by  tracing  85^  chains  on 
the  Adjala  road  the  east  part  of  30  would  contain  only 
20  acres,  but  that  by  continuing  it  to  its  intersection  with 
the  allowance  for  side  road  produced  from  the  westerly 
side  or  front  of  the  lots,  it  would  amount  to  70  acres  or 
100  acres ;  or  that  by  so  tracing  85J  chains  the  line 
would  pass  such  place  of  intersection,  and  cover  100 
acres  or  more,  how  could  the  distance  prove  its  own 
accuracy  or  consistency  with  the  actual  survey  or  allow- 
ance for  road  as  originally  made.  Or  it  might  have 
happened  that  the  triangular  lot  No.  31  contained  only 
20  acres  bounded  by  the  three  roads,  as  represented  on 
the  government  plan,  instead  of  84,  as  assumed  in  the 
patent,  or  76  to  80,  or  more,  as  it  is  said  it  does,  while 
No.  80,  divided  from  No.  31  by  the  allowance  for  road, 
as  therein  also  laid  down,  contained  its  full  quantity  of 
70  acres  or  less,  say  60  or  more,  say  90,  how  could  the 
distances  in  the  patent  decide  that  such  was  not  the 
correct  line  of  road,  or  where  else  it  really  ought  to  be? 
No  quantity  is  separately  expressed  in  the  patent  for 
No.  81,  as  the  supposed  contents  of  that  part  of  it  which 
is  east  of  the  centre  line  of  the  concession.  According  to 
the  plan  it  would  be  of  small  dimensions,  without  space 
for  an  allowance  for  road  beyond  the  line  of  road  laid 
down  on  the  plan  in  continuation  of  the  allowance  made 
on  the  west  side.  And  this  affords  another  proof  that 
such  a  road,  and  no  other,  was  intended.  Moreover  in 
determining  the  east  part  of  No.  80  by  the  application 
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of  the  patent  of  1888,  what  right  is  there  to  add  7  acres 
to  the  quantity  mentioned  in  diminution  of  the  east 
part  of  No.  81,  orixhy  is  not  quantity  instead  of  courses 
and  distances  to  be  adopted,  all  are  by  the  additions 
of  the  words  "more  or  less"  rendered  alike  indefinite. 

It  is  obvious,and  experience  teaches,  that  the  courses, 
distances,  and  quantities  indicated  in  the  plan  and 
specified  in  the  grants,  may  all  differ  from  the  actual 
courses,  distances,  and  contents  upon  the  ground,  when 
ascertained  according  to  the  statutes ;  which  were  passed 
to  obviate  and  provide  against  these  very  inaccuracies. 

Treating  the  east  parts  or  halves  of  the  lots  in  the  7th 
concession  as  constituting  a  separate  concession,  there 
would  be  nothing  on  the  ground  but  quantity  to  indicate 
any  lot  No.  81,  or  that  the  whole  triangle  east  of  the 
centre  of  the  concession  did  not  form  part  of  lot  No.  30, 
like  No.  31  on  the  west  half  of  the  concession,  except 
that  the  post  planted  (if  any)  at  the  intersection  of  the 
west  front  line  with  the  Adjala  road  to  designate  the 
north-west  angle  of  81  would  shew  that  no  lot  82  was 
intended.  The  original  plan  before  the  patent,  and  the 
patent  afterwards  shew  that  it  was  intended  to  leave  a 
broken  lot  No.  81  on  the  east  side  of  the  centre  line  of 
the  concession  as  well  as  on  the  west.  The  patent  calls 
for  an  allowance  for  road  bounding  No.  80  on  that  side, 
and  leaving  an  east  part  of  No.  81  beyond  it,  and  east 
of  the  centre  of  the  concession,  and  seeing  by  the  plan 
and  patent  that  the  south  or  lower  side  of  the  allowance 
lor  such  road  is  supposed  to  be  only  1  chain  50  links 
from  the  centre  of  the  concession  to  the  Adjala  road, 
and  that  the  upper  side  must  be  still  less  by  reason  of 
the  diagonal  course  of  the  Adjala  road,  there  could  be  no 
object  in  leaving  such  an  allowance  merely  to  the  centre 
of  the  concession,  unless  it  united  with  the  allowance 
dividing  the  west  halves  or  parts  of  those  lots.  It  is 
manifest,  therefore,  that  no  such  result  could  have  been 
contemplated  as  that  contended  for  by  the  defendant ; 
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and  that  the  object  and  intention  must  be  disappointed 
if  a  continnouB  road  allowance  is  not  established,  bat 
that  if  it  be  established  the  intention  is  falfiUed. 

Nothing,  actually  done  upon  the  ground  shews  that 
any  part  of  No.  80  extends  beyond  the  Bquare  of  14 
chains  already  suggested,  or  that  any  part  of  81  lies 
east  of  the  centre  of  the  concession,  if  the  allowance  for 
road  made  on  the  west  thereof  is  not  continued.  The 
government  plan  shews  that  such  allowance  was  to  be 
continued,  and  the  Grown  patent  confirms  it,  for  when 
the  patent  calls  for  an  allowance  for  road,  what  allow- 
ance can  be  intended  or  meant  except  the  only  allowance 
that  indicates  any  part  of  lot  No.  81  eastward  of  the 
centre  line  of  the  concession?  or  that  No.  30  was  to  be 
extended  beyond  a  width  of  14  chains,  or  was  not  to 
include  the  whole  tract  east  of  the  centre  line. 

Regarding  it  as  a  separate  concession ,  the  plan,  though 
it  shews  a  road  1  chain  50  links  from  the  centre  line 
dividing  the  lots  into  east  and  west  parts,  shews  also 
that  the  allowance  for  road  on  the  east  side  is  in  continu- 
ation of  the  allowance  dividing  the  west  parts  or  halves, 
so  as  to  lead  from  the  west  front  through  to  the  Adjala 
road,  and  such  allowance  should  be  carried  out  upon 
the  ground,  otherwise  the  plan  would  control  the  sur- 
vey, not  the  survey  the  plan.  It  may  be  also  suggested 
that  if  each  half  of  the  concession  is  to  be  looked  upon 
as  a  separate  concession,  it  follows  that  there  can  be  no 
jogs  or  errors,  each  being  in  that  event  entirely  indepen- 
dent of  the  other,  and  no  reference  should  be  made  to 
the  west  halves  or  parts  of  either  No.  80  or  81.  But 
this  does  not  appear  to  me  to  be  a  correct  view.  It  is 
contrary  to  the  fact,  for  it  is  only  one,  not  two  conces- 
sions, and  the  statutes  10  &  11  Yic,  ch.  54,  18  &  14 
Vic,  ch.  86,  and  12  Vic,  ch.  85,  sec.  87,  speak  as  if  they 
were  only  to  apply  when  the  lands  were  granted  or  da- 
crihed  in  half  lots.  There  is  no  doubt  or  meaning  in 
this  in  relation  to  different  grantees  or  proprietors,  but 
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whethec  granted  or  described  in  full  or  half  lots,  I  ap- 
prehend the  governing  posts  and  side-lines  of  each 
half  lot,  when  so  laid  out,  must  be  adhered  to  in  com- 
pliance with  the  statute. 

In  the  present  case  the  east  part  of  No.  80  is  a  sepa- 
rate grant  from  the  west-half,  and  the  tract  is  described. 
Lot  No.  81  is  granted  in  one  lot,  and  is  not  described. 
It  is  not  granted  as  being  in  two  concessions,  or  as 
partly  on  one  side  and  partly  on  the  other,  of  the  centre 
of  the  concession,  but  simply  as  lot  No.  81  in  the  7th 
concession.  Both  are  imperfect  lots,  and  deficient  in 
the  regular  quantity  of  full  lots  ;  and  the  whole  of  both 
might  have  been  included  in  one  grant  without  any 
further  description,  (like  the  grant  that  was  made  of  No. 
81,)  but  with  an  allowance  for  road  between  them ;  or 
No.  81  might  have  been  first  granted  and  described, 
commencing  at  the  south-west  angle  or  front  of  the  6th 
concession,  thence  along  the  lower  or  southern  side  of 
the  lot,  or  the  allowance  for  road  between  80  and  81 
to  the  Adjala  road,  and  so  on  to  the  place  of  begin- 
ning. Or  for  the  first  distance  running  from  the  place 
of  beginning  along  the  west  front  or  side  of  the  lot  to 
the  Adjala  road,  and  thence  along  the  Adjala  road  to 
the  allowance  for  road  between  Nos.  81  and  80,  sup- 
posed distances,  more  or  less,  how,  in  such  events 
would  such  allowance  be  determined? 

Had  the  whole  survey  of  the  township  been  strictly 
accurate,  and  the  half  lots  respectively  formed  sepa- 
rate concessions,  the  question  would  be  just  the  same 
as  it  is,  and  should  be  determined  on  the  same  principle. 
Had  the  post  planted  to  mark  the  south-east  angle  of 
No.  SO  been  in  a  true  line  with  the  one  planted  at  the 
south-west  angle  or  the  other  front,  where  it  would 
have  been  upwards  of  20  chains  from  the  Adjala  road ; 
or  even  had  it  ht^n  a  point  still  further  removed  from 
that  road  the  question  would  have  been  the  same,  so 
that  the  error  or  jog  perceived  in  comparing  the  two 
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endfl  of  No.  30  does  not  materially  aflfect  its  eolution. 
That  depends  upon  the  tests  or  data  in  determimng 
the  allowance  for  road  on  the  upper  side  of  No.  30,  and 
dividingit  from  another  broken  lot  No.  31,  lying  beyond 
it  or  between  it  and  the  Adjala  road  in  that  direction. 

It  may  be  a  very  simple  process,  and  a  ready  way  of 
disposing  of  the  difficulty  in  this  case,  to  treat  the  east- 
half  of  the  7th  concession  as  a  separate  concession  from 
the  west-half,  and  to  regard  the  division  line  or  allow- 
ance for  road  between  30  and  81  as  not  determined  or 
determinable  by  any  original  post  or  actual  operation 
performed  upon  the  ground,  in  the  original  survey,  and 
to  apply  the  description  contained  in  the  patent  of  1888 
for  the  east  part  of  No.  80,  which  preceded  that  of  No. 
31,  as  indicating  the  boundaries  and  contents  of  that 
part  of  No.  30,  and  to  giv  ?  it  its  full  quantity  irrespective 
of  No.  31 — which  can  only  be  the  residue  of  the  tract— 
and  of  the  allowance  for  side  road  made  between  the 
west  parts  of  those  lots,  or  not  finding  an  allowance  for 
such  a  road  marked  upon  the  line  of  the  Adjala  road,  to 
adopt  the  distance  mentioned  in  the  patent,  35  chains  50 
links,  as  conclusively  indicating  where  it  ought  to  be.  The 
consideration  is,  whether  that  be  thecorrect  way  to  pro- 
ceed, seeing  that  upon  the  ground  other  means  exist  of 
date  anterior  to  the  patent,  by  which  the  matter  maybe 
determined  in  accordance  with  the  spirit  and  intentions 
of  the  statute,  and  upon  a  principle  not  restricted  to 
these  two  lots,  but  equally  applicable,  as  any  correct  de- 
cision ought  to  be,  to  all  the  lots  and  allowances  for  side 
roads  upon  the  whole  northern  line  of  the  township,  and 
in  all  other  townships  or  concessions,  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances ;  and  seeing,  moreover,  that  although  full 
half  lots  ought  to  contain  100  acres  each,  and  that  the 
whole  tract  east  of  the  centre  line  of  the  concession,  and 
bounded  by  the  southern  side  of  No.  30,  would  not,  either 
as  represented  in  th-e  original  plan  or  upon  the  ground, 
contain  100  acres,  and  yet  the  part  of  No.  30,  instead  of 
including  the  whole,  is  supposed  to  be  and  is  described 
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as  containing  only  70  acres,  and  does  not  embrace  the 
whole  tract,  but  that  an  allowance  for  road  is  called  for 
as  separating  it  from  the  east  part  of  No.  81,  assumed 
to  have  been  made  in  the  original  survey,  and  then 
existing  and  limiting  the  boundary.  The  patent  does 
not  for  the  first  time  indicate  or  dedicate  an  allowance 
for  road,  but  supposes  it  to  have  been  made  in  the 
original  survey. 

The  patent  of  1888  shews  that  No.  80  was  limited 
to  70  acres,  owing  to  a  supposed  allowance  for  road 
between  it  and  81.  It  may  be  said  it  likewise  shews, 
as  the  plan  does,  that  such  allowance  was  assumed  to 
be  80  chains  from  the  intersection  of  the  south-west 
angle  of  the  east  part  of  80  with  the  centre  line  of  the 
concession,  wherefore  a  full  half  lot  was  intended,  so 
far  as  and  on  the  only  side  that  the  ground  admitted. 
This  is  true,  but  it  equally  shews  that  although  80 
chains  on  that  line  would  not,  with  the  other  lines,  em- 
brace 100  acres,  but  70  only,  owing  to  its  being  a  broken 
or  imperfect  lot,  yet  such  was  nevertheless  to  be  the 
limit,  for  reasons  very  evident,  on  reference  to  the  plan, 
the  effect  of  the  Adjala  road,  and  the  original  survey; 
and  having  respect  to  the  allowance  for  road  between 
SO  and  81  on  the  west  side  of  the  concession. 

The  merely  accidental  circumstance  of  lot  No.  80  be- 
ing a  lower  number  and  granted  before  No.  81,  or  of  No. 
81  being  a  remnant,  cannot  govern  the  decision.  Both 
are  remnants  in  reference  to  the  whole  lots  respectively. 
The  east  part  of  No.  81  is  not  a  remnant  of  No.  80,  but 
of  its  own  proper  number.  However  expedient  or  con- 
venient it  may  be  therefore  to  adopt  the  patent,  and 
apply  it  by  analogy  to  the  rule  of  cy  pres,  I  do  not  think 
it  the  method  that  ought  to  be  adopted,  unless  it  is 
found  to  correspond  with,  and  to  be  sanctioned  by  the 
original  survey,  that  is,  with  what  the  original  survey, 
posts  and  monuments,  and  the  official  measurements 
in  the  commissioner  of  Grown  lands'  office  indicate, 
and  the  statute  requires  to  be  observed. 
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It  is  not  the  case  of  an  imperfect  or  unfinished  or 
obliterated  survey — all  was  done  that  it  was  intended  to 
do,  and  when  the  post  was  placed  at  the  north  east  angle 
of  No.  80,  on  the  Adjala  road,  it  was  not  intended  either 
that  a  line  drawn  from  thence  to  the  centre  of  the  con- 
cession should  constitute  the  whole  of  the  east  part  of 
that  lot;  nor  was  it  intended  that  all  the  land  east  of 
the  centre  of  the  concession  continued  to  the  Adjala  road 
should  constitute  one  lot,  or  that  80  chains  on  the  centre 
line  of  the  concession  should  define  its  limits,  but  it  was 
intended  that  whatever  tract  of  land  was  to  the  east  of 
such  centre,  should  be  separated  bj  an  allowance  for 
road,  which,  according  to  such  intention,  could  have 
been  no  other  road  than  the  allowance  previously  made 
on  the  westerly  front  between  lots  Nos.  80  and  31.  The 
division  between  them  on  the  Adjala  road  could  not  be 
determined  by  equally  dividing  the  distance.  It  does 
not  form  the  proper  front  of  either  lot,  and  such  a  rule 
could  not  be  applied  in  relation  to  other  lots  and  con- 
cessions bounded  by  the  Adjala  road,  as  it  must  be  if 
applicable  in  this  instance.  The  plan  and  government 
grants  suppose  a  corresponding  survey  on  the  ground 
accurately  posted,  and  delineated  with  continuous  roads 
through  the  concessions,  but  it  is  not  so — errors  or  jogs 
exist.  Btill  I  find  no  authority  for  the  commission  of 
other  errors  in  judicial  construction,  in  subservence  to 
former  errors.  Whatever  is  to  be  accomplished  through 
judicial  exposition  should  be  accurately  done  according 
to  the  real  intention,  not  only  of  the  patents,  but  of  the 
original  survey,  to  which  they  are  subordinate. 

This  is  not  in  my  opinion  a  case  in  which  there  is  no 
alternative  but  to  adopt  the  distances  or  quantity  sup- 
posed in  the  patent  of  1838.  All  of  which  are  expressed 
to  be  "more  or  less."  The  first  distance  of  10  chains 
calls  for  the  Adjala  road,  called  the  allowance  for  road 
on  the  northern  boundary  of  the  township  as  the  positive 
boundary.  The  second  calls  for  the  allowance  for  road 
not  between  the  east  parts,  as  something  separate  from 
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the  west  part,  but  between  lots  Nos.  SO  and  81,  not  an 
allowance,  but  the  allowance,  as  something  defined  or 
existing  already  equally  with  the  Adjalarosrd,  and  as  it 
really  was.  The  only  defined  and  existing  allowance 
was  that  made  on  the  west  front  of  the  concession,  and 
if  so  made  in  order  to  be  carried  through  to  the  Adjala 
road,  the  patent  calls  for  that  road  so  continued. 

I  think  that  such  allowance  was  originally  made  with 
that  intention,  and  that  the  patent  manifestly  intends 
that  road  as  the  one  therein  mentioned,  and  whicb  was 
to  bound  the  east  part  of  No.  80  on  its  upper  side.  I 
think  no  other  road  or  limit  between  these  lots  was 
contemplated  or  intended  to  be  made  either  originally 
or  in  the  patent,  so  that  taking  the  patent  by  itself, 
and  applying  it  not' fancifully,  but  according  to  its 
obvious  and  undoubted  intention  the  one  road  and  no 
other  is  plainly  designated,  and  called  for  as  the  north- 
em  limit  of  the  east  part  of  No.  SO. 

It  is  not  pretended  the  monuments  or  posts  are  lost, 
or  that  the  allowance  for  road  cannot  be  traced.  The 
posts  that  were  planted  are  undisputed,  and  the  allow- 
ance can  be  readily  run  through. 

The  patent  of  1888  professes  to  grant  only  the  east 
part  of  No.  80,  being  that  part  which  is  east  of,  the 
centre  of  the  concession,  and  nothing  more,  and  clearly 
nothing  beyond  the  allowance  for  road  .called  for  as 
bounding  it  on  that  side  which  is  next  to  No.  81,  any 
more  than  beyond  the  Adjala  road,  which  bounds  it  on 
another  side. 

The  allowance  for  road  so  called  for  by  the  patent  is 
to  be  first  determined  from  the  original  survey,  and 
other  official  sources ;  not  to  be  ascertained  by  mere 
reference  to  the  description  contained  in  the  patent. 
There  is  only  one  way  to  determine  it  according  to  the 
data  afforded  by  the  original  survey,  the  plan,  field- 
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notes,  and  the  statute,  and  when  that  is  done  I  can  see 
no  alternative  but  to  continue  the  allowance  for  road 
from  the  west  front,  and  that  being  done  the  limit  be- 
tween Nos.  80  and  81  is  ascertained,  and  the  patent 
should  be  applied  according.  So  far  as  relates  to  the 
road  allowance  in  question,  it  is  not  a  concession  sur- 
veyed with  double  fronts.  To  the  extent  of  the  full  lots 
it  was  so  laid  out,  beyond  that  it  has  a  single  front  only. 

The  plan,  &c.,  shew  that  No.  81  was  intended  to  be 
a  triangular  tract  with  only  one  front  properly  so  called 
in  reference  to  the  concession  line  ;  not  such  a  figure 
as  the  proposed  application  of  the  patent  of  1888  for 
the  east  part  of  No.  80  would  make  it,  that  is,  the  west- 
half  or  part  of  No.  81  a  four-sided  figure,  and  the  east 
part  a  triangle,  and  the  whole  an  irregular  figure,  of 
five  sides  instead  of  three. 

The  shape  of  the  lots,  as  exhibited  in  the  original 
plan,  there  supposed  quantities,  courses,  and  distances, 
and  the  allowance  for  road  indicated  thereby,  combine 
to  shew  that  the  original  survey  intended  to  make  the 
allowance  for  road  between  those  lots  a  continuous  one 
from  the  west  side  or  front  through  to  the  Adjala  road. 
And  I  am  not  able  to  perceive  any  good  reason  why  the 
original  intention  should  not  in  this  instance,  as  in 
others,  be  fulfilled,  or  why  it  should  be  frustrated  in 
deference  to  an  erroneous  placing  of  the  posts  at  the 
south-east  angle  of  No.  80,  and  the  distances  mentioned 
in  the  patent  contrary  to  what  is  indicated  by  the  sources 
from  which  the  description  given  in  the  patent  was 
taken,  and  contrary  to  what  I  cannot  but  regard  as  the 
clear  meaning  and  intention  of  the  patent  itself.  It 
appears  to  me  not  only  contrary  to  the  real  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  patent,  but  against  the  design  and  inten- 
tion of  the  original  survey,  and  of  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  by  which  the  boundaries  of  lots  and  concessions, 
&c.,  are  to  be  governed. 

The  case  of  Badgely  v.  Bender  (a)  appears  to  me 

(a)3U.  C.R.O.S.  221. 


DIXON  V.  m'laughlin — 1864.  417 

strongly  in  favour  of  my  view  of  the  case,  especially  as 
relates  to  the  only  legitimate  use  which  I  think  may 
and  ought  to  be  made  of  the  government  plan,  or  the 
letters  patent.  I  therefore  adhere  to  the  views  ex- 
pressed by  me  in  the  court  below,  and  think  the  present 
appeal  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

EsTEN,  V.C. — The  question  in  this  case  is  one  of  in- 
tention. It  is  quite  certain  that  the  Grown  could  have 
granted  its  land  by  the  patent  in  question,  in  any  shape 
or  quantity  it  chose  so  long  as  it  did  not  interfere  or 
clash  with  previous  grants.  The  intention,  however, 
evidenced  by  this  patent  cannot  be  executed  in  all  its 
parts,  because  they  are  inconsistent  with  each  other. 
Under  such  circumstances  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
give  effect  to  the  whole  instrument,  and  make  every 
part  of  it  speak,  as  much  as  possible,  and  where  that 
is  impossible,  to  sacrifice  that  which  is  secondary  and 
unimportant  to  that  which  is  primary  and  material. 
In  this  case  the  description  first  conducts  to  the  Adjala 
road ;  then  along  that  road  a  certain  distance  more  or 
less  to  a  supposed  allowance  for  road,  and  to  within  a 
certain  distance  more  or  less  of  the  centre  of  the  con- 
cession ;  then  along  that  line  a  certain  distance  more 
or  less  to  the  south-west  angle  of  the  half  lot,  an  un- 
disputed point ;  then  a  certain  distance  more  or  less 
to  the  place  of  beginning. 

This  patent,  of  course,  on  the  face  of  it  presents  no 
ambiguity  whatever,  but  when  it  is  attempted  to  be  car- 
ried into  effect,  the  circumstances  of  the  case  create  much 
difficulty.  It  is  therefore  a  case  of  latent  ambiguity, 
and  we  are  warranted  and  required  to  resort  to  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances,  which  have  created  the  diffi- 
culty for  the  purpose  of  resolving  it.  The  facts  which 
appear  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  or  admitted  by  the 
parties,  are  that  it  is  not  ten  chains  from  the  starting 
point,  as  represented  by  the  patent,  but  fourteen  chains 
to  the  Adjala  road ;  that  no  allowance  for  road  can  be 

27  I   E.   A  A. 
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found)  and  that  the  prescribed  distance  along  the  Adjala 
road  of  35  chains  and  50  links  will  not  conduct  to  the 
required  distance  from  the  centre  of  the  concession,  and 
will  give  more  than  the  prescribed  width  of  80  chains 
to  the  lot.  It  is  therefore  impossible  to  carry  this  des- 
cription into  effect  in  all  its  parts,  because  they  are  in- 
consistent with  each  other,  and  the  question  is,  which 
parts  we  are  to  retain,  and  which  to  relinquish,  or  in 
other  words,  which  parts  are  primary  and  material  and 
which  subordinate  and  ancillary.  Mutual  admission 
has  freed  the  case  from  some  of  the  difficulty  which 
would  otherwise  have  attached  to  it.  It  is  admitted  on 
all  sides  that  the  line  from  the  starting  point  must  be 
extended  to  the  Adjala  road,  whatever  the  distance  may 
be ;  it  is  also  admitted  that  the  prescribed  distance  from 
the  terminus  on  the  Adjala  road  to  the  centre  of  the 
concession  is  unimportant.  The  points  of  the  descrip- 
tion whichremain  are  the  distance  along  the  Adjala  road, 
the  allowance  for  road,  and  the  width  of  the  lot.  It  has 
been  mentioned  that  an  actual  allowance  for  road  can- 
not be  discovered.  This  is  much  to  be  regretted.  The 
allowance  for  road  is  admitted  on  all  hands  to  be  the 
cardinal  point  in  the  description  to  which  all  other  parts, 
where  inconsistent  with  it,  are  to  yield.  The  learned 
Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Fleas  and  Mr.  Justice 
Richards  obtained  this  desired  limit  by  means  of  a  pro- 
longation of  a  side-line  in  the  other  part  of  the  con- 
cession, and  thereby  established  what  is  called  '*  Walsh's 
line,"  affording  the  smallest  quantity  of  land  to  the 
appellant.  This  method  has  certainly  convenience  to 
recommend  it;  but  it  seems  to  be  generally  understood 
that  we  can  no  more  resort  to  the  other  part  of  this  con- 
cession for  guidance  in  this  matter,  than  to  a  totally 
different  concession.  The  result  is,  that  we  have  no 
allowance  for  roaid.  Tet  I  apprehend  that  it  is  quite 
certain  that  one  exists,  and  that  it  ought  to  govern  this 
whole  description.  Obliged  as  we  are,  however,  to 
determine  the  case  in  the  dark  as  to  the  most  material 
fact  in  it,  we  have  only  to  decide  between  the  line 
along  the  Adjala  road  and  the  rear  of  the  lot. 
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It  is  admitted  that  all  the  lots  in  the  concession  were 
intended  to  be  of  thewidth  prescribed  forthelot  inques** 
tion,  and  that  if  they  are  not  in  fact  so,  it  is  uninten- 
tional, and  the  effect  of  mistake.  It  is  quite  certain  that 
.the  Crown  intended  the  lot  in  question  to  be  80  chains 
wide.  There  were  three  cardinal  points  in  this  descrip- 
tion, one,  that  the  lot  should  extend  to  the  Adjala  road, 
another,  that  it  should  extend  to  the  allowance  for  road ; 
a  third,  that  it  should  be  of  the  width  of  80 chains.  The 
two  first  were  not  to  be  dispensed  with ;  the  third  was 
to  yield  to  them  if  necessary.  But  the  Crown  had  no 
absolute  intention  with  regard  to  the  distance  along  the 
Adjala  road  ;  it  was  prescribed  because  it  was  thought 
that  it  would  carry  the  lot  to  the  allowance  for  road,  and 
make  it  of  the  required  width,  and  for  no  other  reason. 
If  we  sacrifice  the  width  of  80  chains  to  the  distance 
along  the  Adjala  road,  we  shall  make  that  which  was  in 
its  nature  ancillary  and  subordinate  prevail  over  that 
which  was  primary  and  material ;  and  that  for  no  other 
reason  than  because  it  occurs  first  in  the  description. 
Upon  the  same  principle,  if  the  surveyor  had  taken  the 
other  course,  and  had  described  the  rear  of  the  lot 
before  the  line  on  the  Adjala  road  the  opposite 
construction  would  have  prevailed.  But  the  order  or 
sequence  of  the  description  appears  to  me  to  be 
merely  accidental,  and  to  furnish  no  indication  of 
intention  whatever ;  the  line  along  the  Adjala  road  is 
preferred,  and  made  to  govern,  because  it  is  assumed 
that  the  Grown  intended  to  make  that  line  of  a  certain 
length  in  the  abstract ;  whereas  nothing  is  more  cer- 
tain than  that  it  did  not  intend  to  make  that  line  of 
any  particular  length,  but  only  so  long  as  would  make 
the  lot  80  chains  wide,  provided  it  extended  to  the  allow- 
ance for  road.  In  the  event  which  has  happened  the 
description  should  be  read  as  if  it  was  reversed.  The 
surveyor  took  the  course  which  he  did,  because  he  had 
no  doubt  that  an  allowance  for  road  would  be  found ; 
had  he  known  that  no  allowance  for  road  existed  or  could 
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be  found  he  would  certainly  have  taken  the  opposite 
course.  To  reverse  the  description  is  not  taking  too 
great  a  liberty,  because  the  order  of  the  description  is 
not  essential,  and  to  adhere  to  it  would  be  to  defeat 
the  only  part  of  the  intention  which  we  are  enabled  to 
execute.  This  view  is  strengthened  by  the  fact  that 
the  miscalculation  of  the  distance  to  the  Adjala  road 
led  to  the  line  along. the  Adjala  road  being  made  longer 
than  it  otherwise  would  have  been.  I  think,  therefore, 
that  in  the  absence  of  an  allowance  for  road  which 
ought  to  govern,  effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  next  most 
material  part  of  the  description,  namely,  the  width  of 
the  lot,  and  that  the  line  on  the  Adjala  road  ought  to 
terminate  at  a  point  which  will  produce  the  prescribed 
width.  This  construction  will,  I  believe,  leave  the 
appellant  a  trespasser  in  some-  degree,  and  therefore 
I  think  the  judgment  granting  a  rule  for  a  new  trial 
ought  to  be  affirmed. 

Burns,  J. — I  have  not  been  able  to  reduce  the  diffi- 
culties of  this  case  to  a  mathematical  demonstration 
satisfactory  to  my  own  mind,  and  therefore  it  is  by  no 
means  free  from  doubt  that  I  have  formed  the  opinion 
I  now  give,  but  it  is  the  best  I  can  form  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case. 

These  difficulties  arise  not  by  reason  of  any  disputed 
facts,  because  if  that  were  so,  an  end  might  be  made  by 
saying  that  one  believes  such  or  such  another  state  of 
facts  to  be  the  truth,  but  these  difficulties  arise  in  the 
application  of  certain  principles,  either  legal  or  proper 
to  be  applied,  as  they  may  strike  the  minds  of  different 
persons.  No  question  can  or  does  exist  between  the 
parties  as  to  the  application  of  the  statute  12  Vic,  ch. 
85,  to  a  certain  extent.  No  doubt  the  plaintiff  is  right 
in  starting  from  the  ascertained  front  post  between  No& 
80  and  81  on  the  line  between  the  6th  and  7th  conces- 
sions, in  order  to  discover  what  land  is  comprised  within 
No.  81,  and  the  defendant  is  right  in  starting  from  the 
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post  between  29  and  80,  on  the  line  between  the  7th 
and  8th  oonoeesions,  in  order  to  ascertain  what  com- 
prises the  east  part  of  No.  80.  The  township  having 
been  surveyed  with  double  fronts  to  each  concession, 
and  these  points  being  indicated  by  indisputable  marks . 
in  the  original  survej'  upon  the  ground,  places  this 
position  beyond  dispute.  Between  lines  protracted 
from  these  points  to  the  Adjala  road,  lies  the  depth  of 
the  7th  concession,  and  consequently  these  lines  are 
governing  limits  within  the  32nd  section  of  the  act. 
The  centre  of  this  concession  is  not  in  dispute,  and 
could  not  be  in  dispute,  for  it  depends  merely  upon 
measurement,  and  also  within  the  meaning  of  the 
82nd  section,  combined  with  the  87th  section,  is  a 
governing  line.  There  is  a  road  allowance  between 
Nob.  80  and  81,  and  that  allowance  is  known  or  marked 
upon  the  ground  on  the  front  between  the  6th  and  7th 
concessions,  but  is  not  known  or  marked  upon  the 
ground,  and  never  was  intended  so  to  be,  on  the  limit 
between  80  and  81  upon  the  Adjala  road. 

The  plaintiff  supports  his  claim  to  the  land  in  dis- 
pute upon  the  fact  of  the  allowance  for  road  being  known 
on  the  front  between  the  6th  and  7th  concessions,  and 
that  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  a  survey  upon  the 
ground  shewing  the  posts  planted  on  the  Adjala  road, 
which  is  not  to  be  treated  or  considered  as  the  front  of 
the  half  lot  80,  he  has  a  right  to  carry  the  road  straight 
through  from  the  6th  concession.  The  difficulty  I  have 
in  the  way  of  supporting  that  view  of  the  subject  is  this : 
that  line  considerably  passes  the  centre  of  the  conces- 
sion, and  though  the  plaintiff's  patent  grants  himNo.81, 
and  of  course  would  give  him  a  right  to  all  the  land  over 
the  centre,  yet  according  to  the  statute,  that  line  being 
one  run  from  a  post  planted  in  front  oh  a  concession 
which  has  been  run  with  double  fronts  could  not  pass 
the  centre,  and  when  the  centre  was  reached  there, 
according  to  the  statute,  the  survey  of  that  line  must 
end.     The  difficulty  here  is  apparent,  on  the  facts  as 
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the  matter  stands,  vfhen  the  survey  on  the  ground 
is  looked  at.  The  posts  forming  the  respective  fronts 
of  the  half  lots  of  No.  80  on  the  line  between  29  and  30 
differ  6  chains 59^  links  from  being  opposite  each  other, 
and  consequently  the  line  of  81  differs  the  same  from 
what  80  would  be  if  it  is  to  retain  its  full  width  on  the 
centre  of  the  concession.  If  each  half  lot  is  to  be  sur- 
veyed from  its  front  post  to  the  centre  of  the  concession, 
I  think  it  must  govern  the  plaintiff  in  respect  of  that 
line,  and  he  would  have  no  right  to  cross  it  in  order 
to  determine  that  front  of  his  lot,  and  for  the  land 
east  of  the  centre  he  must  take  some  other  method. 
The  road  of  course  is  dependent  upon  that  line, 
and  would  be  governed  by  it  till  it  reached  the  centre 
of  the  concession.  The  difficulty  then  arises  how  is 
the  road  to  be  brought  from  the  Adjala  town  line  to 
meet  this  ?  The  government  plan  shews  the  road  to  be 
straight  through,  but  so  it  does  with  every  other  side 
line,  and  side  line  road.  When  the  ground  is  examined 
it  is  found  the  survey  there  conflicts  with  the  repre- 
sentation on  the  plan,  and  the  distances  given  in  the 
respondent's  patent,  which  we  must  suppose  followed 
the  field-notes,  conflicts  with  the  plan  as  applied  to  the 
actual  survey,  and  the  patent  itself  conflicts  with  the 
survey  on  the  ground,  because  the  first  distance  instead 
of  being  10  chains  to  the  Adjala  road  is  14  chains.  If 
the  plaintiff  must  take  some  other  method  of  ascertain- 
ing where  the  road  is  on  the  east  side  of  the  centre  of 
the  concession  so  as  to  divide  80  from  81,  leaving  the 
allowance  between  them,  then  is  the  defendant's 
method  of  survey  the  correct  one  ? 

I  feel  a  difficulty  in  supporting  Proaaer's  survey  by 
applying  the  statute  to  it.  The  defendant's  lot  is 
described  on  the  centre  of  the  concession  as  being  of 
its  proper  width,  and  which  by  applying  it  to  the  survey 
on  the  ground  must  carry  it  further  north  than  the 
plaintiff's  southern  boundary  by  six  chains,  fifty-nine 
and  a-balf  links.     If  this  line  could  be  taken  as  the 
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correct  botindary  as  surveyed  from  south  to  north,  I 
should  feel  no  difficulty  in  saying  that  M^hen  the  surveyor 
came  to  the  road  allowance  he  could  cross  it,  because  if 
it  be  imperative  under  the  statute  to  survey  from  each 
end  of  the  lot  to  the  governing  point  and  line  in  the 
rear,  then  if  the  roads  did  not  meet,  it  is  a  difficulty 
made  by  the  law,  and  we  have  nothing  to  do  with  that. 
It  would  be  so  with  the  other  lines  as  shewn,  and  I  do 
not  see  any  reason  why  we  should  apply  a  different  rule, 
because  the  plaintiff's  lot  happens  to  be  a  triangle,  and 
the  defendant's  lot  one  with  five  sides,  than  would  be 
applied  where  the  lots  and  half  lots  are  rectangular.  As 
.observed  before,  the  defendant's  starting  point,  however, 
is  correct,  and  the  statute  governs  it.  From  this  point 
to  the  Adjala  road  causes  no  difficulty,  but  it  is  at  the 
Adjala  road  the  difficulty  arises  in  the  application  of 
the  statute.  The  western  boundary  of  the  township 
does'  not  form  the  front  of  the  concession,  and  no  posts 
being  planted  along  this  line  and  never  intended  to  be, 
it  is  not  a  case  for  measurements  and  dividing  of 
distances  according  to  the  act.  The  provisions  of  the 
act  are  inapplicable  to  complete  the  remainder  of  the 
survey  of  the  defendant's  lot. 

According  to  my  view  both  appellant  and  respondent 
must  be  bound  by  the  operation  of  the  statute  so  far  as 
it  is  and  can  be  applied,  but  that  it  does  not  help  either 
of  them  out  of  the  difficulty  presented  here.  In  that 
predicament,  then,  should  we  resort  to  the  plan  in  the 
government  office?  I  look  upon  the  plan  and  field 
notes  as  subservient  to  ascertain  what  the  survey  upon 
the  ground  was,  and  wherever  that  can  be  ascertained  it  - 
must  govern.  Here  the  plan  is  not  adduced  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  what  the  work  on  the  ground 
was.  We  know  what  it  was.  It  has  been  proved,  and 
it  is  not  consistent  with  the  plan.  It  is  true  no  work 
upon  the  ground  shewed  that  a  post  was  upon  the 
Adjala  road,  but  all  the  work  on  the  ground  shewing 
the  lines  of  thirty  to  thirty-one  to  the  south,  and  the 
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field  notes  describing  the  distances,  (for  I  think  it  fair 
to  assume  the  patent  taken  from  that  until  the  contrary 
be  shewn,)  prove  that  the  work  on  the  ground  does 
not  correspond  with  the  plan. 

Then  we  have  a  case  in  which  a  survey  cannot  be 
made  for  either  plaintiff  or  defendant  according  to  the 
terms  and  provisions  of  the  act  of  parliament :  a  ease 
in  which  the  actual  work  upon  the  ground  conflicts  with 
the  plans.  The  field  notes,  taking  the  description  in 
the  defendant's  patent  to  correspond  with  them,  when 
applied  upon  the  ground  (which  of  course  they  mast 
be  when  the  monuments  are  there  still  in  order  to  test 
them)  do  not  correspond  with  the  plan,  but  differ  from 
it  also.  The  road  reserved  was  a  public  highway,  and 
I  have  no  doubt  must  be  considered  so,  although  the 
Crown  had  never  granted  No.  30  and  81,  and  persons 
obstructing  it  would  be  liable  to  be  indicted.  But 
then  as  in  the  present  case,  it  would  require  to  be 
established  by  law  where  the  road  was,  and  precisely 
the  same  difficulty  would  arise  from  the  work  on  the 
ground,  the  plan,  and  the  field  notes  returned  by  the 
surveyor  who  originally  surveyed  the  township.  It  is 
not  the  road  which  governs  the  boundaries  of  the  lots, 
and  the  statute  has  not  made  the  road  the  governing 
boundary,  but  the  allowance  being  between  the  two  lots 
the  boundaries  of  the  lots  must  be  ascertained,  and, 
when  ascertained,  that  determines  the  road.  If  the 
statute  had  made  roads  the  boundary  for  lots,  there 
might  not  then  have  been  so  much  difficulty  in  carrying 
the  road  straight  across  the  centre  of  the  concession  to 
the  Adjala  road,  as  the  plaintiff  contends  it  should.  The 
lots  must  be  ascertained,  and  the  half  lots  where  the 
survey  has  been  with  double  fronts  must  also  be  ascer- 
tained before  it  can  be  determined  where  the  road  is  or 
should  be.  Under  these  circumstances  I  see  no  alter- 
native than  to  give  effect  to  the  defendant's  patent  ac- 
cording to  the  courses  and  distances  therein  contained, 
and  to  say  that  such  quantity  of  land  as  is  not  contained 
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therein  up  to  the  Adjala  road,  making  the  due  allow- 
ance for  the  side  line  road,  belongs  to  lot  No.  81.  I  only 
mean  this  to  the  extent  when  the  statute  cannot  be  ap- 
plied, for  where  that  can  be  it  must  govern.  Pro8$er*s 
survey  was  made  according  to  the  distances  mentioned 
in  the  patent,  and  as  the  statute  cannot  govern  him,  I 
think  this  decides  where  the  road  is.  No  doubt  this 
result  was  never  intended,  but  it  is  the  consequence 
of  the  act  of  parliament,  which  is  as  restrictive  in  my 
opinion  on  the  plaintiff,  and  prevents  him  from  con- 
tinuing the  southern  limit  of  No.  81  through  from  the 
6th  concession  to  the  Adjala  line,  as  it  is  inoperative 
to  give  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  the  means  of 
determining  the  respective  boundaries  beyond  the 
posts  and  limits  I  have  already  mentioned. 

Spraoob,  V.C. — The  description  contained  in  the 
Crown  patent  cannot  be  literally  followed  out  upon 
the  ground ;  but  taking  the  description  as  it  is,  and 
comparing  it  with  the .  position  of  the  township  of 
Albion,  in  which  the  land  is  situated,  as  that  part  of 
the  township  actually  lies,  I  have  endeavoured  to  dis- 
cover what  piece  of  land  is  comprised  in  that  descrip- 
tion, taking  it  as  a  question  of  intention,  the  intention 
to  be  gathered  from  every  course  and  distance  which 
the  description  contains. 

The  description  appears  to  me  to  evidence  with  suffi- 
cient clearness  the  intention  as  to  two  courses  and  dis- 
tances ;  being  the  only  two  which  are  ;iot  affected  by 
the  irregularity  caused  by  the  Adjala  road  running 
diagonally  across  the  upper  portion  of  the  lot ;  and 
these  two,  judging  from  the  maps,  appear  to  agree  both 
in  bearings  and  distances  with  the  corresponding  sides 
of  the  other  half  lots  in  the  same  concession.  One  of 
these  lines  is  the  line  from  the  front  of  the  half  lot  to 
the  centre  of  the  concession ;  the  other  is  the  width  of 
the  half  lot  in  the  centre  of  the  concession. 

The  whole  difficulty  has  arisen  from  the  description 
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assuming  the  south  easterly  angle  of  the  half  lot  to  be 
10  chains,  instead  of  14  chains,  as  it  is,  from  the  Adjala 
road ;  that  erroneous  assumption  is  the  basis  of  the 
distance  given  in  the  second  course  in  the  description, 
namely,  35  chains  50  links  more  or  less  to  the  allow- 
ance for  road  between  lots  30  and  31.  I  agree  that  if 
any  original  monument  marking  such  allowance  for 
road  had  been  discovered,  whether  at  a  greater  or  less 
distance  than  that  given,  it  would  have  governed ;  but 
in  the  absence  of  that  we  are  thrown  back  upon  gath- 
ering the  intention  from  the  whole  description.  I  think 
it  is  clear  that  this  second  distance  is  based  upon  the 
error  in  the  first,  because  drawing  a  line  from  the 
front  reached  by  that  distance,  parallel  with  the  side 
line  of  the  lot,  to  the  centre  of  the  concession,  then 
taking  a  course  down  the  centre  of  the  concession  to  a 
point  which  is  the  admitted  south-west  angle  of  the 
half  lot,  it  will  give  us  the  breadth  of  the  half  lot 
about  the  same  excess  as  exists  in  the  first  actual  dis- 
tance, i.  «.,  from  the  starting  point  at  the  south-east 
angle  to  the  Adjala  road,  over  the  described  distance, 
thus,  if  the  first  distance  be  10  chains  the  third  will 
be  30 ;  the  first  being  in  fact  14,  the  third  is  thereby 
made  34,  if  the  distance  along  the  Adjala  road  be  im- 
plicitly followed.  I  think  it  is  manifest,  therefore,  that 
the  first  error  is  the  parent  of  the  second. 

The  enquiry  naturally  suggests  itself,  to  what  extent 
was  it  intended  to  run  along  the  Adjala  road,  and  why 
was  85  chains  ^0  links  named  as  the  distance.  I  cannot 
avoid  the  conclusion  that  the  sole  purpose  was  to  reach 
a  point  from  which  a  line  drawn  to  the  centre  of  the  con- 
cession parallel  with  the  side  line  would  be  30  chains 
from  the  south-west  angle  of  the  half  lot,  or,  in  other 
words,  to  give  a  lot  of  the  ordinary  width  ;  which  pur- 
pose would  have  been  accomplished  if  the  south-east 
angle  had  been,  as  it  was  supposed  to  be,  10  chains  from 
the  Adjala  road.  The  distance  along  the  course  of  the 
Adjala  road  required  for  that  purpose  was  a  matter  of 
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mathematical  calculation,  (not  a  measurement  to  reach 
any  known  point,)  and  would  have  been  correct  if  the 
basis  upon  which  it  was  made  bad  been  correct. 

With  the  facts  before  me,  I  cannot  doubt  that  if  the 
first  distance  had  been  known  to  be  14  chains  instead 
of  10,  the  distance  along  the  Adjala  road  would  have 
been  proportionately  shortened,  and  not  doubting  this, 
I  could  not  give  effect  to  the  distance  along  the  Adjala 
road  as  governing  distance,  without  feeling  that  I  was 
defeating  the  intention  of  the  grantor,  as  gathered 
from  the  whole  description  compared  with  the  first 
distance  on  the  ground. 

I  have  endeavoured  to  test  this  intention  by  taking 
a  diagram  of  the  ground  with  the  true  distances,  and 
applying  to  it  the  description  in  the  patent,  but  re- 
versing the  order  in  which  the  different  courses  are 
taken.  I  may  be  wrong  in  supposing  that  this  can 
properly  be  done,  but  it  seems  to  me  to  be  immaterial 
which  course  be  first  taken,  so  as  all  are  taken  cor- 
rectly ;  and  I  should  have  thought  that  taking  indis. 
putable  distances  as  the  basis  of  the  description  would 
have  better  ensured  a  correct  result. 

Preserving  then  the  same  bearings  and  distances,  and 
the  same  starting  point ;  to  run  first  to  the  centre  of 
the  concession,  thence  northerly  along  the  centre  of  the 
concession,  then  parallel  with  the  first  line  to  the 
Adjala  road,  then  along  the  Adjala  road  to  where  it 
intersects  the  concession  line,  then  along  the  concession 
line  to  the  place  of  beginning.  Such  a  description 
would  be  strictly  correct  except  as  to  the  distance  along 
the  Adjala  road,  and  from  that  to  the  starting  point — 
that  along  the  Adjala  road  would  be  plainly  immaterial 
and  would  be  discarded  as  secondary  and  of  no  real 
importance;  and  in  the  description  in  the  patent, 
although  prior  in  point  of  time  to  the  distance  along 
the  centre  of  the  concession,  it  does  appear  to  me  to  be 
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secondary  to  that  course  and  distance,  to  be  a  conse- 
quence of  it,  and  to  be  regulated  by  it,  and  to  have 
been  stated  at  first  what  it  is  only  because  the  centre 
line  was  thirty  chains  long ;  and  for  no  other  reason 
whatever. 

The  objections  to  producing  the  division  line  between 
lots  No.  30  and  81  from  the  western  point  through  the 
easterly  half  lots  appear  to  me  to  be  unanswerable. 
The  statute  of  1849  provides  in  e£fect  that  in  townships 
with  double  fronts  the  easterly  and  westerly  half  lots 
shall  be  independent  of  each  other.  To  produce  this 
line  would  be  to  contravene  the  principle  by  which  the 
whole  survey  of  the  township  is  governed,  merely 
because  in  one  lot  of  a  township  there  may  happen 
to  be  no  easterly  front.  This  point  has  been  fully 
commented  upon  by  his  lordship  the  Chief  Justice, 
with  whose  remarks  upon  the  subject  I  entirely  agree. 
Upon  the  general  question,  however,  I  can  come  to  no 
other  conclusion  than  that  which  I  have  expressed. 
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[Before  the  Hon.  Sir  /.  B.  Robinson^  Bart.,  Chief , 
Juistice  of  Upper  Canada,  the  Hon.  W.  H.  Draper,  C. 
B.,  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Pleas,  the  Hon.  V, 
G.  Esten,  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Barns,  the  Hon.  V.  C. 
Spragge,  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Richards,  and  the  Hon, 
Mr.  Justice  Hagarty.] 

On  an  Appkal  from  a  Judgment  of  thb  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 


MouNTJOT  V.  The  Queen. 

Grant  from  ths  Crown — Highway. 

On  the  8th  of  January.  1836.  a  surveyer,  in  compliance  with  instruc- 
tions from  the  government  agent,  laid  out  a  road  or  street  on  the 
northern  limits  of  the  town  of  London,  two  chains  wide,  a  portion 
of  which  was  then,  and  had  for  some  time  been,  in  the  actual 
possession  of  the  Episcopal  Church,  to  which  body  a  patent  sub- 
sequently, and  on  the  i8th  of  January,  1836,  was  issued,  granting 
to  them  all  that  parcel  or  tract  of  land.  "  on.  which  the  Episcopal 
Church  now  stands,  and  containing  four  acres  and  two-tenths 
of  an  acre  or  thereabouts."  upon  an  indictment  for  a  nuisance  in 
stopping  up  the  highway. 

Held,  that  this  survey,  although  made  after  the  grantees  had  gone 
into  possession,  must  prevail  against  such  possession. 
[Hagarty,  J.,  dissenting.] 

Statement. — The  appellant  John  Mountjoy  was  in- 
dicted for  a  nuisance  for  unlawfully  and  injuriously 
erecting  a  certain  fence  of  the  length  of  two  hundred 
feet,  and  of  the  height  of  four  feet,  in  a  certain  street 
in  the  city  of  London,  called  East  North  Street,  heing 
the  Queen's  common  highway,  whereby  the  same  was 
and  is  straightened,  narrowed  and  obstructed  to  the 
great  damage  of  all  Her  Majesty's  liege  subjects,  &c. 

To  this  indictment  the  defendant  pleaded  ''not 
guilty,"  and  was  tried  before  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
Richards  in  the  month  of  March,  1860,  when  the  jury 
returned  a  verdict  of  guilty.  The  effect  of  the  evidence 
taken  upon  the  trial  is  stated  in  the  judgment. 

A  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  was  subsequently  obtained 
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which  upon  argument  was  discharged.  His  lordship 
the  Chief  Justice  [Robinson]  in  disposing  of  the  case 
saying :  **  The  report  of  the  case  of  the  Queen  v.  the 
Bishop  of  Hurofiy  (a)  will  explain  the  nature  of  the 
question  presented  by  this  case,  which  turns  upon  the 
same  patent,  and  the  same  facts,  though  the  evidence 
upon  the  two  trials  in  some  respects  varies. 

"  The  defendant  in  this  case  is  an  occupant  of  part 
of  the  land,  which  it  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
prosecution  is  not  included  within  the  patent  referred 
to  in  the  case  in  the  Common  Pleas,  and  he  has  in- 
closed all  the  land  up  the  northern  limit  of  East  North 
Street,  assuming  that  street  to  be  100  feet  wide  only, 
and  not  two  chains,  or  132  feet. 

"  The  letters  patent  by  which  the  Crown  granted 
certain  lands  in  and  near  the  town  of  London,  as  an 
endowment  for  the  Rectory  of  St.  Paul's  Church,  in 
the  said  town,  describes  the  land  thus,  of  which  the 
defendant  is  in  possession  of  a  part,  '  all  th^t  parcel 
or  tract  of  land,  being  part  of  the  town  plot  of  London, 
on  which  the  Episcopal  Church  of  England  now  stands, 
and  containing  four  acres  and  two-tenths,  or  there- 
abouts.'    It  is  dated  the  18th  of  January,  1836. 

"  The  question  is,  whether  the  description  in  the 
patent  of  the  land  granted  by  it  did  or  did  not  cover  the 
ground  on  which  the  defendant  has  his  fence,  which  is 
complained  of  as  being  on  a  public  highway.  The  trial 
of  the  former  indictment  against  another  defendant, 
bringing  up  precisely  the  same  question  in  effect,  took 
place  before  myself;  and  though  I  reserved  the  case  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  J  had  formed, 
I  confess,  a  strong  opinion  of  my  own,  that  upon  the 
evidence  given  at  the  trial  the  land  in  question  formed 
a  part  of  the  land  granted  by  this  patent,  and  was  not 
within  the  allowance  for  a  street  or  public  highway. 

"  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  have  decided  otherwise, 
but  not  without  a  difference  of  opinion. 

"  We  have  read  the  evidence  given  upon  this  trial,and 
see  nothing  in  it  to  warrant  us  in  holding  that  if  a  con- 
viction was  proper  in  the  former  case,  the  same  verdict 

(a)  8  c.  P.  253. 
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was  not  also  proper  upon  the  evidence  that  was  given 
in  the  case  now  before  us.  Whether  the  evidence 
given  upon  the  trial  of  this  latter  case  does  not  better 
support  a  verdict  in  support  of  the  prosecution  than 
the  evidence  that  was  given  on  the  former  case,  it  is 
not  necessary  to  determine,  for  we  think  our  right 
course  will  be  to  defer  to  the  judgment  given  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  rather  than  to  decide  in 
opposition  to  it ;  and  in  this  case  there  can  be  no  diffi- 
culty in  the  defendant  obtaining  tlie  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Appeal.  We  give  judgment,  therefore,  dis- 
charging the  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  and  we  do  so 
entirely  on  the  authority  of  the  judgment  given  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  and  in  the  hope  that  the 
judgment  may  be  reviewed  on  appeal,  for  the  case  is 
one  of  consequence,  upon  which  I  may  say  that  there 
is  among  the  judges  a  considerable  difference  of  opinion, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  higher  court  could  not  be 
obtained  by  our  taking  any  other  course  than  affirm- 
ing the  conviction."  • 

From  this  decision  the  defendant  appealed,  assign- 
ing as  a  reason : 

That  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the  patent, 
taken  in  connexion  with  the  evidence  given,  it  should 
be  held  to  embrace  the  land  upon  which  the  fence  com- 
plained of  in  the  indictment  was  erected  ;  and  that  the 
learned  judge  should  have  so  directed  the  jury. 

Mr.  /.  Wilson,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  C.  Robinson,  for  the 
appellant. 

Mr.  R,  A.  Harrison,  for  the  Crown. 

The  question  involved  in  this  appeal  was  simply 
whether  the  line  as  ran  by  Mr.  GarroU,  the  surveyor, 
or  the  fence  enclosing  the  block  on  which  the  Episcopal 
Church  stood  should  govern  ;  the  appellant  contending 
that  the  line  of  fence  should  be  the  boundary,  and  that 
the  learned  judge  should  have  so  charged  the  jury ; 
that  not  having  so  charged  there  had  been  such  a  mis- 
direction as  would  entitle  the  appellant  to  a  new  trial. 
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Sib  J.  B.  Bobinson,  Bart,  G.J. — This  appeal  brings 
up  the  question  whether  the  patent  dated  the  18th 
day  of  January,  1836,  setting  apart  for  the  use  of  the 
Church  of  England  the  tract  of  land  in  the  city  of 
London,  on  which  the  church  then  stood,  makes  the 
fence  which  then  enclosed  the  tract  the  southern 
boundary,  which  would  leave  100  feet  and  no  more 
for  the  breadth  of  North  Street  East,  or  whether  in 
consequence  of  the  government  surveyor,  Mr.  CarroUy 
having  before  the  issue  of  the  patent  run  a  line  and 
marked  it  through  the  inclosed  tract,  intending  it  to 
shew  the  northern  boundary  of  North  Street  East,  the 
line  so  run  must  govern.  In  the  latter  case  the  fence 
which  was  put  up  before  the  making  of  the  patent  and 
which  is  still  maintained  encroaches  upon  the  street 
to  the  extent  of  82  feet  in  depth,  and  to  that  extent 
closes  up  and  obstructs  the  highway. 

This  same  point  had  been  before  discussed  in  a  pro- 
secution for  nuisance  against  another  defendant,  which 
case  is  reported,  (a)  and  to  which  reference  was  made 
in  the  judgment  given  below  in  disposing  of  the  case 
now  before  us.  In  that  case,  which  was  tried  before 
myself,  it  was  sworn  by  the  surveyor  who  made  the 
original  survey  of  the  new  addition  to  the  town  plot 
of  London  on  which  the  church  referred  to  stands,  that 
he  had  not  run  out  and  marked  any  line  to  define  the 
northern  limits  of  North  Street  East  until  some  time 
in  February,  1836,  which  was  after  the  issuing  of  the 
patent. 

If  that  were  so,  then  the  mention  made  in  the  patent 
of  the  ** ground  on  which  the  church  then  stood"  could 
not,  I  think,  be  held  to  have  any  reference  to  the  line 
of  the  street  which  had  not  at  that  time  been  run  out, 
and  for  that  reason,  and  upon  the  other  evidence  given, 
I  should  have  thought  it  clear  that  by  the  ''ground on 
which  the  church  stood"  we  ought  to  understand  the 
tract  as  actually  inclosed  and  held  with  the  church  at 

(a)  8  C.  P.  253. 
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the  time  the  grant  was  made.    And  I  should  have  so 
held,  if  it  had  been  left  to  me  to  determine  the  legal 
question,  but  both  parties  desired  that  the  point  should ' 
be  reserved  for  the  consideration  of  the  court  from 
which  tbe  record  came,  and  I  did  accordingly  reserve  it. 

It  viras  afterwards  discovered,  as  it  seems,  that  the 
surveyor  was  mistaken  in  susposing  that  he  bad  not 
run  out  and  staked  the  nortb  line  of  East  North  Street 
until  after  the  completion  of  the  patent ;  and  upon  the 
trial  of  the  indictment,  which  is  before  us,  against 
this  defendant,  Mountjoy,  the  surveyor,  swore  that  he 
had  posted  North  Street,  on  the  8th  of  January,  1836, 
which  was  ten  days  before  the  patent  is  dated. 

This  is  a  very  material  variation  from  his  former 
testimony,  occasioned,  I  suppose,  from  his  having  in 
the  meantime  referred  to  his  field  notes.  And  the 
question  now  is  what,  with  the  knowledge  of  this  fact 
before  us,  we  must  take  to  tbe  southern  limit  of  the 
land  granted  by  the  patent  of  the  18th  of  January, 
1886,  in  other  words,  did  the  Crown  grant,  and  could 
tbe  Grown  grant,  by  that  patent  the  land  that  was  in- 
closed with  the  church  and  upon  which,  in  that  sense, 
the  church  then  stood ;  or  was  and  is  the  tract  granted, 
necessarily  confined  on  the  south  to  the  northern  limit 
of  North  Street  as  laid  out  in  the  original  survey  of  tbe 
new  town  plot  that  had  been  made  a  few  days  before? 

That  survey  it  is  proved  had  not  been  returned  by 
the  surveyor  to  the  government  till  the  28th  of 
March  following  the  issuing  of  the  patent,  and  it 
is  not  therefore  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
government  referred  to  any  tract  as  laid  out  in  that 
survey,  when  they  used  the  words  "  all  that  parcel  or 
tract  of  land  being  part  of  the  town  plot  of 
London,  on  which  tbe  Episcopal  Church  of  England 
now  stands."  If  not  then  what  were  they  referring 
to  ?  Not  surely  to  the  small  space  on  which  literally 
the  church  stood,  that  is,  not  merely  to  the  land 

28  I  E.  &  A. 
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covered  by  the  bnildiDg,  because  the  tract  is  described 
in  the  patent  as  containing  four  acres  and  two-tenths 
or  thereabouts. 

I  confess  I  have  a  strong  conviction  that  as  the  gOY- 
emment  from  the  words  used  in  the  patent,  evidently 
were  aware  that  there  was  this  church  standing  upon 
a  certain  tract  in  the  town  of  London,  which  tract 
could  be  seen  and  was  notoriously  marked  by  the  fence 
which  inclosed  it  and  had  inclosed  it  for  a  year  or 
more,  they  meant  to  grant  the  tract  so  inclosed  on 
which  the  church  stood,  and  not  a  tract  as  bounded 
by  a  line  drawn  by  their  surveyor,  of  which  line  they 
had  then  no  knowledge,  nor  until  more  than  two 
months  afterwards.  What  I  mean  is  that  they  most 
probably  intended  to  make  the  grant  conform  to  the 
plan  which  had  been  made  out  and  submitted  by  Mr. 
Askin,  and  which  the  rector  and  congregation  had 
been  given  to  understand  had  been  acceded  to. 

This  plan  gave  to  North  Street  a  width  of  100  feet, 
which  was  82  feet  more  than  the  width  of  the  streets  in 
the  plot  before  laid  out,  and  more  I  suppose  than  either 
the  government  or  the  inhabitants  of  London  would 
have  expected  to  be  the  width  of  the  Btreets,  if  there 
had  been  no  such  special  instruction  as  was  given  to 
the  surveyor  by  Colonel  Talbot. 

If  the  church  had  happened  to  be  placed  upon  the 
very  southern  limit  of  the  tract  as  inclosed,  on  the  un- 
derstanding that  the  patent  had  reference  to  the  tract 
which  had  been  asked  for,  and  which  they  had  reason 
to  believe  they  had  obtained,  it  would  have  been  difficult 
I  think  to  contend  that  the  land  covered  by  the  church 
was  not  conveyed  by  the  patent  under  the  words  used. 
The  only  question  then,  I  think,  would  have  been 
whether  the  government  could  legally  grant  the  land 
80  covered  by  the  church,  notwithstandingit  was  within 
the  street  as  it  had,  before  the  completion  of  the  patent, 
been  laid  out  in  the  original  survey  of  the  town  plot. 
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That  question  under  any  view  of  the  evidence  we 
are  under  the  necessity  of  considering,  for  I  understand 
it  to  be  an  undisputed  fact,  that  the  street  had  been 
laid  out  on  the  ground  two  chains  wide  before  the  patent 
was  made. 

The  law  existing  on  that  point  at  the  time  the  patent 
issued  in  1886,  was  the  provision  contained  in  the  statute, 
60  Geo.  III.,  chapter  l,section  12,  which  enacted  that  all 
allowances  for  roads  in  any  town  or  township  laid  out  by 
the  King's  surveyors  shall  be  deemed  common  and  public 
highways  until  such  roads  shall  be  altered  according 
to  the  provisions  of  that  statfate,  which  could  only  be 
by  the  justices  in  quarter  sessions. 

This  road  or  street  laid  out  by  the  surveyor  on  the 
8th  of  January,  1836,  according  to  the  evidence  given 
in  this  cause  was  not  altered  in  that  manner,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  hold,  I  think,  that  it  was  less  a  highway 
after  the  patent  of  the  18th  of  January  than  before, 
Whatever  title  to  the  soil  of  the  street  as  laid  out  that 
patent  could  convey  would  be  subject  to  the  right  of 
the  public  to  use  it  as  a  highway.  So  I  think  the 
verdict  must  stand  upon  the  account  which  we  have 
of  the  facts. 

I  think  also  that  Mr.  Justice  Richards  was  right  in 
leaving  it  to  the  jury  as  a  mixed  question  of  law  and 
fact,which  it  was  under  the  evidence,  whether  the  patent 
was  or  was  not  framed  with  reference  to  the  tract  in- 
closed by  the  fence,  for  that  cannot  be  said  to  be  plain 
on  the  face  of  the  patent,  and  I  think  we  should  not 
disturb  the  verdict,  and  that  no  good  would  probably 
arise  from  doing  so,though  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  matter 
for  regret  that  the  event  of  the  last  trial  should  have 
brought  the  matter  to  this  issue,for  certainly  100  feet  is 
in  all  reason  sufficient  width  for  the  street,  and  after  an 
acquiesence  of  so  many  years  it  is  hard  I  think  to  disturb 
the  boundary  of  the  tract,  especially  if  the  alteration 
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covered  by  the  building,  because  the  tract  is  described 
in  the  patent  as  containing  four  acres  and  two-tenths 
or  thereabouts. 

I  confess  I  have  a  strong  conviction  that  as  the  gov- 
ernment from  the  words  used  in  the  patent,  evidently 
were  aware  that  there  was  this  church  standing  upon 
a  certain  tract  in  the  town  of  London,  which  tract 
could  be  seen  and  was  notoriously  marked  by  the  fence 
which  inclosed  it  and  had  inclosed  it  for  a  year  or 
more,  they  meant  to  grant  the  tract  so  inclosed  on 
which  the  church  stood,  and  not  a  tract  as  bounded 
by  a  line  drawn  by  their  surveyor,  of  which  line  they 
had  then  no  knowledge,  nor  until  more  than  two 
months  afterwards.  What  I  mean  is  that  they  most 
probably  intended  to  make  the  grant  conform  to  the 
plan  which  had  been  made  out  and  submitted  by  Mr. 
Askifif  and  which  the  rector  and  congregation  had 
been  given  to  understand  had  been  acceded  to. 

This  plan  gave  to  North  Street  a  width  of  100  feet, 
which  was  82  feet  more  than  the  width  of  the  streets  in 
the  plot  before  laid  out,  and  more  I  suppose  than  either 
the  government  or  the  inhabitants  of  London  would 
have  expected  to  be  the  width  of  the  streets,  if  there 
had  been  no  such  special  instruction  as  was  given  to 
the  surveyor  by  Colonel  Talbot. 

If  the  church  had  happened  to  be  placed  upon  the 
very  southern  limit  of  the  tract  as  inclosed,  on  the  un- 
derstanding that  the  patent  had  reference  to  the  tract 
which  had  been  asked  for,  and  which  they  had  reason 
to  believe  they  had  obtained,  it  would  have  been  difficult 
I  think  to  contend  that  the  land  covered  by  the  church 
was  not  conveyed  by  the  patent  under  the  words  used. 
The  only  question  then,  I  think,  would  have  been 
whether  the  government  could  legally  grant  the  hmd 
so  covered  by  the  church,  notwithstanding  it  was  within 
the  street  as  it  had,  before  the  completion  of  the  patent, 
been  laid  out  in  the  original  survey  of  the  town  plot. 
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That  question  under  any  view  of  the  evidence  we 
are  under  the  necessity  of  considering,  for  I  understand 
it  to  be  an  undisputed  fact,  that  the  street  had  been 
laid  out  on  the  ground  two  chains  wide  before  the  patent 
was  made. 

The  law  existing  on  that  point  at  the  time  the  patent 
issued  in  1886,  was  the  provision  contained  in  the  statute, 
60  Geo.  III.,  chapter  l,section  12,  which  enacted  that  all 
allowances  for  roads  in  any  town  or  township  laid  out  by 
the  King's  surveyors  shall  be  deemed  common  and  public 
highways  until  such  roads  shall  be  altered  according 
to  the  provisions  of  that  statfate,  which  could  only  be 
by  the  justices  in  quarter  sessions. 

This  road  or  street  laid  out  by  the  surveyor  on  the 
8th  of  January,  1836,  according  to  the  evidence  given 
in  this  cause  was  not  altered  in  that  manner,  and  there- 
fore we  cannot  hold,  I  think,  that  it  was  less  a  highway 
after  the  patent  of  the  18th  of  January  than  before, 
Whatever  title  to  the  soil  of  the  street  as  laid  out  that 
patent  could  convey  would  be  subject  to  the  right  of 
the  public  to  use  it  as  a  highway.  Bo  I  think  the 
verdict  must  stand  upon  the  account  which  we  have 
of  the  facts. 

I  think  also  that  Mr.  Justice  Richards  was  right  in 
leaving  it  to  the  jury  as  a  mixed  question  of  law  and 
fact,  which  it  was  under  the  evidence,whether  the  patent 
was  or  was  not  framed  with  reference  to  the  tract  in- 
closed by  the  fence,  for  that  cannot  be  said  to  be  plain 
on  the  face  of  the  patent,  and  I  think  we  should  not 
disturb  the  verdict,  and  that  no  good  would  probably 
arise  from  doing  so,though  it  seems  to  me  to  be  a  matter 
for  regret  that  the  event  of  the  last  trial  should  have 
brought  the  matter  to  this  issue,for  certainly  100  feet  is 
in  all  reason  sufficient  width  for  the  street,  and  after  an 
acquiesence  of  so  many  years  it  is  hard  I  think  to  disturb 
the  boundary  of  the  tract,  especially  if  the  alteration 
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will  be  injurious  or  inconvenient  in  regard  to  any  lue 
that  has  been  made  of  the  land  in  the  meantime. 

Dbapeb,  C.  J. — ^The  whole  question  is,  what  land  is 
granted  by  the  letters  patent  of  the  18th  January,1886, 
by  the  words,  ''all  that  parcel  or  tract  of  land  being 
part  of  the  town  plot  of  London  on  which  the  Episcopal 
Church  of  England  now  stands,and  containing  4,'  acres, 
or  thereabouts." 

This  parcel  of  land  was  not  part  of  the  first  survey  of 
the  town  of  London,  which  extended  no  farther  than  to 
the  south  side  of  North  Street  There  is  no  evideace 
that  the  north  side  of  North  Street  was  then  marked  on 
the  ground,  though  the  grantee  of  any  lot  on  the  south 
side  had  the  assurance  of  a  street  immediately  north 
of  such  lot,  which  according  to  the  plan  adopted  for 
other  streets  would  not  be  less  than  one  chain  wide. 

In  the  latter  part  of  1885,  the  government  ordered 
an  additional  survey, increasing  the  areaof  the  town,and 
including  the  land  in  question.  Mr.  Carroll  was  em- 
ployed by  the  Surveyor-General  to  make  this  survey, 
under  such  instructions  as  Colonel  TaJhot  might  give 
him,  and  Colonel  Talbot  directed  him  to  lay  out  the  new 
portion  of  the  town  in  accordance  with  the  part  already 
surveyed,only  making  the  streets  two  chains  wide.  Mr. 
Carroll  acted  on  the  instr uctions^commencing  his  survey 
onthe7thDecember,1885.  On  the  8th  of  January,1886, 
he  postedEast  North  Street,east  of  Wellington  Street  ^nd 
extended  the  centre  of  ike  streets  around  the  church  block, 
and  finished  posting  those  streets.  ''On  the  18th  Jan- 
uary, 1886,  he  finished  posting  Church  Street  and  Mark 
Lane."  Mark  Lane  was  only  one  chain  rvide,  the  other 
streets  were  two  chains  wide.  This  survey  with  plan,&c, 
was  returned  to  the  Surveyor-Generars  oiffice  on  or 
about  the  28th  March,  1886,  and  according  thereto  this 
block  actually  contains  4  .'(^  acres,  and  if  the  defendant 
be  right,  it  would  contain  ^of  an  acre  more.  Mr.  CarroU 
never  had  any  other  instructions,  and  his  plan  has  ever 
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since  been  acted  upon  in  granting  lots  in  the  town  of 
London. 

The  defendant  maintained  the  fence  charged  as  a 
nnisancey  which  fence  stood  within  100  feet  of  the  south 
side  of  East  North  Street.  For  the  Crown,  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  fence  obstructed  the  public  highway, 
inasmuch  as  Mr.  Carroll  had  laid  out  the  street  in  that 
place,  2  chains  (182  feet)  wide ;  that  his  survey  was 
adopted  by  the  Grown,  and  that  the  Grown  had  done 
nothing  directly  or  indirectly  which  deviated  from  that 
survey,  or  limited  the  width  of  the  street  to  100  feet. 

On  the  defence  Colonel  Asian  produced  a  map  fur- 
nished to  him  by  the  government,  long  before  the  last 
survey,  of  the  original  town  plot  of  London.  He  stated 
that  the  streets  therein  were  only  66  feet  wide ;  that  in 
the  spring  of  1888  Sir  John  Colborne,  then  Lieutenant- 
Governor  of  Upper  Ganada,  visited  London,  and  Colonel 
Aakin,  with  the  intention  of  obtaining  a  new  site  for  a 
church  and  burial  ground,  accompanied  his  Excellency 
to  the  place  now  in  question,  "which  was  then  unsur- 
veyed,"  and  his  Excellency  replied  to  his  application, 
"  Send  me  down  your  plan,  make  an  application  for  it, 
and  it  shall  be  granted  as  far  as  I  have  any  influence." 
Shortly  afterwards  Colonel  Afkindre^  a  plan,  of  which 
he  produced  at  the  trial  a  copy  as  near  as  he  could  re- 
collect,  making  the  streets  aU  round  the  block  100  feet 
loide.  A  petition  was  drawn  up  and  was  forwarded  with 
this  plan  tothegovernment,applying  for  the  land  shewn 
on  the  plan.  This  plan  or  sketch,(it  was  not  the  result 
of  any  survey  of  the  ground,)  covered  land  not  now 
claimed  to  be  granted  by  the  patent,  for  it  included 
Duke  Street,  since  opened,  and  also  part  of  a  block  now 
belonging  to  the  Soman  Catholic  Church.  It  made 
Mark  Lane  100  feet  wide,  though  the  fence  afterwards 
erected  left  only  66  feet  for  Mark  Lane,  and  it  covered 
considerably  more  land  than  is  specified  in  the  patent. 

The  Bishop  of  Huron  also  proved  that  the  sketch 
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prepared  by  Colonel  Askin  was  forwarded  with  ihe 
memorial,  and  that  he  had  since  made  every  possible 
search  for  both,  but  without  success,  and  that  the  plan 
never  was  returned.  That  in  the  fall  of  1883  he  saw 
a  copy  of  an  order  in  council  directing  the  land  to  be 
granted  as  prayed  for ;  that  after  getting  this  copy  they 
began  to  build  the  church,which  was  raised  in  the  spring 
of  1834,  and  was  opened  that  season,  and  the  fence  was 
put  up  immediately  after  finishing  that  church,  and  was 
completed  early  in  1835.  That  a  fence  of  rails  was  put 
upon  the  north  boundary,  but  was  afterwards  removed 
to  the  south,  to  the  line  as  laid  down  there  by  Mr.  Car- 
roll. The  Bishop  further  stated  that  he  went  to  Toronto, 
just  before  Sir  John  Colbome's  departure,  in  reference 
to  obtaining  the  patents  for  two  rectories ;  that  there  was 
some  blunder;  that  "things  were  done  in  a  hurry,"  that 
he  went  to  the  Surveyor-General's  office,  ''and  the  clerk 
then  said  they  had  no  plan  and  were  quite  at  a  loss  as 
to  the  block."  The  clerk  had  the  old  plan,  and  he 
measured  some  of  the  blocks  upon  it,  and  said  this  block 
would  at  all  events  contain  as  much  as  those,  and  he 
gave  that  description  which  was  put  into  the  patent. 
The  Bishop  explained  that  the  order  in  council  referred 
to  in  the  margin  of  the  patent  was  the  one  establishing 
the  rectories. 

L.  LawrasonflRQq.f  stated  that  he  remembered  seeing 
the  order  in  council ;  {Qu.,  the  copy;)  that  being  church- 
warden at  the  time  he  might  have  received  it,  and  if 
so,  it  was  probably  burnt  in  the  old  church  or  at  his 
own  place.  That  he  had  applied  at  the  government 
office  and  could  not  find  it,and  was  informed  it  had  been 
mislaid  or  lost ;  that  he  could  find  no  entry  in  any  of 
the  books  or  records  in  relation  to  it  before  the  patent. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  that  if  there  was 
a  part  of  the  town  plot  of  London  on  which  the  Epis- 
copal church  then  stood,  which  was  known  and  recog- 
nized as  a  part  of  the  town  plot  of  London,  independent 


HOUKTJOY  V.  THE  QUEEN — 1861.  489 

of  Carroll* B  survey,  that  fact  would  be  eyidence  for  them 
that  the  patent  was  intended  to  grant  such  part ;  or  if 
the  grant  was  made  in  relation  to  a  fence  then  stand- 
ing, in  either  case  they  should  acquit  the  defendant. 
But  if  the  grant  was  made  to  cover  the  part  of  the 
town  plot  then  being  laid  out,  t.  e.,  the  block  of  land 
surveyed  by  Mr.  Carroll  as  the  church  block,  which 
survey,  as  regarded  that  block,  was  then  completed, 
they  should  find  him  guilty,  and  he  stated  that  in  his 
opinion  the  plan  made  by  Mr.  Carroll  should  govern, 
but  he  left  it  to  them.  They  found  the  defendant  guilty. 

A  new  trial  was  moved  for  on  the  law  and  evidence 
and  for  misdirection,  because  the  learned  judge  ought 
to  have  ruled  as  a  question  of  law,  that  CarrolVs  survey 
should  not  govern,  and  that  the  patent  should  be  held 
to  embrace  the  land  then  known  as  the  church  block. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  discharged  the  rule, 
entirely  on  the  authority  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  in  Regina  v.  The  Bishop  of  Huron,  the 
learned  Chief  Justice  stating  that  there  was  among  the 
judges  a  considerable  difference  of  opinion.  The  appeal 
is  against  that  decision,  and  the  only  reason  of  appeal 
assigned  is,  that  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the 
patent  taken  in  connexion  with  the  evidence  given^  it 
should  be  held  to  embrace  the  land  upon  which  the 
fence  complained  of  in  the  indictment  was  erected,  and 
that  the  learned  judge  should  so  have  directed  the 
jury.  It  does  not  appear  that  this  objection  was  made 
at  the  trial,  or  that  the  learned  judge  was  asked  to 
give  such  a  direction.  In  fact  he  only  expressed  an 
opinion,  as  I  read  his  charge,  on  the  weight  of  the 
evidence,  leaving  it  wholly  open  to  the  jury. 

The  defence  rests,  as  I  understand  it,  on  the  in- 
fluence proper  to  be  allowed  to  external  circumstances, 
affecting  the  construction  of  the  letters  patent,  for 
without  the  aid  of  such  circumstances  it  has  not  been 
argued  that  the  defence  can  succeed. 
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prepared  by  Colonel  A$kin  was  forwarded  with  the 
memorial,  and  that  he  had  since  made  every  possible 
search  for  both,  but  without  success,  and  that  the  plan 
never  was  returned.  That  in  the  fall  of  1883  he  saw 
a  copy  of  an  order  in  council  directing  the  land  to  be 
granted  as  prayed  for ;  that  after  getting  this  copy  they 
began  to  build  the  church,  which  was  raised  in  the  spring 
of  1834,  and  was  opened  that  season,  and  the  fence  wad 
put  up  immediately  after  finishing  that  church,  and  was 
completed  early  in  1885.  That  a  fence  of  rails  was  put 
upon  the  north  boundary,  but  was  afterwards  removed 
to  the  south,  to  the  line  as  laid  down  there  by  Mr.  Car- 
roll. The  Bishop  further  stated  that  he  went  to  Toronto, 
just  before  Sir  John  Golbome*s  departure,  in  reference 
to  obtaining  the  patents  for  two  rectories ;  that  there  was 
some  blunder;  that  ''things  were  done  in  a  hurry,"  that 
he  went  to  the  Surveyor-General's  office,  "and  the  clerk 
then  said  they  had  no  plan  and  were  quite  at  a  loss  as 
to  the  block.'*  The  clerk  had  the  old  plan,  and  he 
measured  some  of  the  blocks  upon  it,  and  said  this  block 
would  at  all  events  contain  as  much  as  those,  and  he 
gave  that  description  which  was  put  into  the  patent. 
The  Bishop  explained  that  the  order  in  council  referred 
to  in  the  margin  of  the  patent  was  the  one  establishing 
the  rectories. 

L.  Lawrason,TSisq.,  stated  that  he  remembered  seeing 
the  order  in  council ;  (Qu.,  the  copy ;)  that  being  church- 
warden at  the  time  he  might  have  received  it,  and  if 
so,  it  was  probably  burnt  in  the  old  church  or  at  his 
own  place.  That  he  had  applied  at  the  government 
office  and  could  not  find  it,and  was  informed  it  had  been 
mislaid  or  lost ;  that  he  could  find  no  entry  in  any  of 
the  books  or  records  in  relation  to  it  before  the  patent. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  that  if  there  was 
a  part  of  the  town  plot  of  London  on  which  the  Epis- 
copal church  then  stood,  which  was  known  and  recog- 
nized as  a  part  of  the  town  plot  of  London,  independent 


MOUNTJOT  V.  THE  QUBBH — ^1861.  489 

of  OarrolVa  Burvey ,  that  fact  would  be  eyidence  for  them 
that  the  patent  was  intended  to  grant  such  part ;  or  if 
the  grant  was  made  in  relation  to  a  fence  then  stand- 
ing, in  either  case  they  should  acquit  the  defendant. 
But  if  the  grant  was  made  to  coyer  the  part  of  the 
town  plot  then  being  laid  out,  t.  e.,  the  block  of  land 
surveyed  by  Mr.  Carroll  as  the  church  block,  which 
survey,  as  regarded  that  block,  was  then  completed, 
they  should  find  him  guilty,  and  he  stated  that  in  his 
opinion  the  plan  made  by  Mr.  Carroll  should  govern, 
but  he  left  it  to  them.  They  found  the  defendant  guilty. 

A  new  trial  was  moved  for  on  the  law  and  evidence 
and  for  misdirection,  because  the  learned  judge  ought 
to  have  ruled  as  a  question  of  law,  that  CarrolVs  survey 
should  not  govern,  and  that  the  patent  should  be  held 
to  embrace  the  land  then  known  as  the  church  block. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  discharged  the  rule, 
entirely  on  the  authority  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  in  Regina  v.  The  Bishop  of  Huron,  the 
learned  Chief  Justice  stating  that  there  was  among  the 
judges  a  considerable  difference  of  opinion.  The  appeal 
is  against  that  decision,  and  the  only  reason  of  appeal 
assigned  is,  that  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the 
patent  taken  in  connexion  with  the  evidence  given,  it 
should  be  held  to  embrace  the  land  upon  which  the 
fence  complained  of  in  the  indictment  was  erected,  and 
that  the  learned  judge  should  so  have  directed  the 
jury.  It  does  not  appear  that  this  objection  was  made 
at  the  trial,  or  that  the  learned  judge  was  asked  to 
give  such  a  direction.  In  fact  he  only  expressed  an 
opinion,  as  I  read  his  charge,  on  the  weight  of  the 
evidence,  leaving  it  wholly  open  to  the  jury. 

The  defence  rests,  as  I  understand  it,  on  the  in- 
fluence proper  to  be  allowed  to  external  circumstances, 
affecting  the  construction  of  the  letters  patent,  for 
without  the  aid  of  such  circumstances  it  has  not  been 
argued  that  the  defence  can  succeed. 
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When  the  case  of  The  Queen  v.  The  Bishop  ofHtmm 
was  before  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  I  took  every 
possible  pains  to  ascertain  what  were  the  facts,  so  far 
as  any  record  could  be  found  of  them  in  the  public 
offices,  connected  with  the  issuing  of  the  patent.  What- 
ever my  anticipations  might  have  been,  I  found  noth- 
ing to  strengthen  the  defence,  and  on  the  facts  proved 
in  that  case  I  thought,  and  still  think  the  conviction 
rights  I  felt  the  doubt  which  embarrassed  my  brother 
Hagarty,  whether  the  patent  did  identify  the  land  in- 
tended to  be  appropriated,  and  whether,  therefore,  it 
was  not  void  for  uncertainty. 

The  general  rule  applicable  to  the  construction  of 
grants  from  the  Crown,  is  that  they  shall  be  construed 
most  favourably  for  the  king.  Though  were  the  grant 
is  ex  speciali  gratia,  certa  scientia  et  mero  motu,  the 
construction  and  leaning  are  to  be  in  favour  of  the 
subject,  (a)  And  if  the  grant  be  capable  of  two  con- 
structions, by  the  one  of  which  it  will  be  valid,  and 
by  the  other  void,  it  shall  receive  that  interpretation 
which  will  give  it  effect.  ''  For  the  king's  honour  and 
for  tlie  benefit  of  the  subject,  such  construction  shall 
be  made,  that  the  king's  charter  shall  take  effect,  for 
it  was  not  the  king's  intent  to  make  a  void  grant,"  (b) 
and  in  Sir  J.  Molyn'a  case  (c)  it  is  said :  "  Note  the 
gravity  of  the  ancient  sages  of  the  law  to  construe  the 
king's  grant  beneficially  for  his  honour  and  the  relief 
of  the  subject,  and  not  to  make  any  strict  or  liieial 
construction  in  subversion  of  such  grants. 

Looking  no  farther  than  the  language  of  the  patent 
there  is  no  difficulty.  It  arises  in  applying  it  fee  the 
subject  matter,  to  the  ascertaining  the  thing  granted. 
The  rule  id  certiim  est  quod  certum  reddi  potest  applies 
in  the  case  of  the  Crown,  and  if  the  grant  has  relation 

(a)  Com.  Dig.  Grant.  G.  12.  Bac.  Abr.  Praerog.  F.  2  Via  Abr. 
Prerog.  Ec.  3. 

(b)  St.  Saviour's  case,  xo  Co.  676.    (c)  6  Co.  6. 
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to  that  which  is  certain,  even  thongh  it  be  bat  mere 
matter  of  fact,  or  in  pai$^  it  is  sufficient.  (Com.  Dig. 
Grant  G.  6.  Yin.  Ab.  Prsdrog,  B.) 

We  may  without  hesitation  interpret  th^  words,  that 
"  tract  of  land  being  part  of  the  town  plot  of  London  on 
which  the  Episcopal  Church  of  England  now  stands/' 
to  mean  the  land  on  which  the  church  was  standing 
used  for  divine  worship  according  to  the  rights  of  the 
Church  of  England,  and  then  one  certainty  is  obtained, 
and  I  agree  fully  with  those  who  contend  that  something 
more  was  meant  then  the  actual  ground  covered  by  the 
fabric  itself,  the  quantity  expressed  in  the  patent, 
4.^  acres,  is  enough  to  establish  that  conclusion ;  and 
in  the  quantity  expressed  we  have  a  second  certainty, 
for  I  treat  the  words  **  or  thereabouts,"  as  equivalent 
to  the  common  phrase  ''more  or  less."  But  I  wholly 
disclaim  attaching  any  importance,  in  the  construction 
of  the  patent,  to  the  conversation  held  by  Colonel  Askin 
with  the  Lieutenant-Govemor.  For  the  purpose  of  gen- 
eraUy  identifyiug  the  locality  of  the  proposed  site,  it  is 
(assuming  it  to  be  evidence  at  all,  on  which  it  is  not 
necessary  to  express  an  opinion)  really  of  no  value,  for 
we  need  not  seek  outside  the  patent  for  that  purpose,  as 
the  land  to  be  granted  was  that  on  which  the  church 
actually  stood  at  that  time,  though  such  a  description 
would  not  have  been  applicable  when  bis  Excellency 
visited  the  proposed  site.  Then  the  suggestion  itself, 
''send  down  your  plan,  &c.,"amounts  to  no  more  then 
the  expression  of  a  wish  that  the  application  might  be 
put  into  a  definite  shape,  and  a  readiness  to  give  it  the 
most  favourable  reception.  But  it  conveyed  no  authority 
to  survey  or  mark  out  and  appropriate  any  particular 
piece  of  land,  nor  did  Colonel  Askin  so  understand  it, 
for  he  made  no  survey,  but  merely  a  sketch  to  accom- 
pany a  petition  for  a  certain  site  for  a  church  and  burial 
ground.  As  to  any  order  in  council  for  the  grant  of 
the  land  as  pointed  out  by  the*  sketch,  I  am  compelled 
to  say,  I  think  there  is  no  legal  evidence  that  it  ever 
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existed,  and  the  evidence  tends  in  my  bnmble  judgment 
to  negative  its  existence.    With  the  utmost  confidence 
in  the  integrity  and  good  faith  of  the  witnesses  who 
speak  of  having  seen  a  copy  of  it,  I  think  they  are 
under  some  mistake,  and  if  such  order  is  material  to 
the  defence  it  is  not  proved.   All  the  evidence  refers  to 
a  copy,  for  though  Mr.  Lavrrason  speaks  of  "the  order 
in  council,"  he  is  evidently  referring  to  the  same  paper 
of  which  the  Bishop  of  Huron  had  just  before  spoken, 
as  the  copy,  and  he  says  immediately  afterwards, 
that  he  had  applied  at  the  government  office  for  the 
original,  and  could  not  find  any  entry  in  any  of  the 
books  or  records  in  relation  to  it.     So  far  there  is  no 
proof  of  the  existence,  of  an  original  of  the  supposed 
copy.  And  if  there  had  been  any  such  order  we  might 
reasonably  expect  to  find  it  referred  to  on  the  face  of 
the  patent  as  the  authority  for  the  grant,  whereas  there 
is  a  reference  to  a  different  order,  as  the  authority,  viz., 
an  order  of  the  15th  January,  1886.     The  lapse  of 
more  than  twenty  years  may  well  account  for  an  error 
of  recollection  as  to  the  nature  of  the  document  which 
no  witness  speaks  of  having  seen  since  the  date  of  the 
patent.    And  the  well  known  reputation  of  the  then 
clerk  of  the  executive  council  (Mr.  Beikie)  for  scru- 
pulous exactness  in  the  business  of  his  office,  renders  it 
next  to  impossible  that  he  should  have  issued  a  copy  of 
an  order  in  council  for  a  grant  of  land,  of  which  order 
no  trace  can  be  found  in  any  of  the  books  or  records  of 
the  period.  That  no  such  order  reached  the  Surveyor- 
General's  office  is  pretty  clearly  established  by  the 
Bishop's  evidence,  who  went  there  and  saw  in  what 
manner  the  clerk  framed  the  description,  in  ignorance, 
apparently,   of  Colonel  Askings  sketch,   and  of  the 
memorial  which  accompanied  it.   Indeed  if  things  had 
not  "been  done  in  a  hurry,"  it  is  not  improbable  that 
the  framing  the  description  for  patent  would  have  been 
delayed  until  Mr.  Carroll  who  was  then  making  the  sur- 
vey had  been  referred  to,  or  until  his  plan,  report  and  field 
notes  had  been  regularly  returned.    The  pressing  baste 
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to  get  the  patent  completed  affords  no  argument  against 
the  Crown,  if  it  has  not  a  contrary  tendency. 

It  appears  that  in  fact,  on  the  very  day  the  patent 
is  dated  and  recorded,  this  block  of  land  was  surveyed, 
and  its  boundaries  were  marked  on  the  ground  by  Mr. 
Carroll,  If  the  grant  had  in  express  terms  referred  to 
the  survey  then  in  progress  for  the  limits  of  the  block, 
such  reference  would  have' prevailed,  as  affording  evi- 
dence of  the  intention  of  the  Crown  in  making  the  grant, 
and  would,  at  least  so  I  apprehend,  have  been  sufQcient 
to  define  what  was  granted,  or  to  prevent  the  grant  being 
held  void  for  uncertainty.  Or  if  Mr.  CarroWs  plan  had 
been  returned  to  the  of&ce  before  the  patent  was  issued, 
and  then  the  grant  had  been  made  in  the  terms  used, 
there  could  have  been  no  doubt  that  the  plan  could  have 
been  referred  to  in  aid  or  construction  of  the  grant  so 
as  to  support  its  validity.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  fact 
of  the  block  being  actually  designated  on  the  ground  by 
an  officer  employed  by  the  government  for  the  purpose 
of  making  the  survey  of  which  that  formed  part,  may 
also  be  referred  to  as  evidence  of  a  third  certainty  from 
which  the  intention  of  the  grant  may  be  ascertained. 

It' has  been  objected  to  this,  that  the  fact  was  un- 
known to  the  Crown  when  the  letters  patent  issued. 
That  certainly  is  so,  but  the  objection  does  not  lie  in 
favour  of  those  who  set  up  the  fact  of  the  fence  then 
standing  on  the  ground,  as  evidence  that  the  Crown  in- 
tended to  grant  the  land  so  fenced  in  and  occupied  by 
or  for  the  church.  For  there  is  no  proof  whatever,  that 
the  Crown  or  any  of  its  officers  were  aware  that  the  lot 
was  fenced  any  more  than  they  were,  that  Mr.  Carroll 
had  marked  the  boundaries ;  while  the  fencing  was  a 
mere  private  act,  the  survey  was  an  official  one,  and 
these  parties  claiming  under  the  patent  have  never 
pretended  that  the  patent  covered  the  land  as  fenced 
m  at  the  date,  any  more  than  that  it  covered  the  land 
represented  by  Colonel  Askings  sketch.  As  to  the  former. 
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the  fence  was  removed  from  north  to  south  to  make  it 
correspond  with  CarroWs  line,  and  as  to  the  latter, 
among  other  changes,  Mark  Lane,  instead  of  being  100 
feet  wide,  was  laid  out  by  Mr.  Carroll  sixty-six  feet  wide, 
and  the  fence  on  that  side  corresponds  therewith. 
Moreover,  the  fences  were  not  begun  until  after  the 
receipt  of  this  (supposed)  copy  of  an  order  in  council 
and  could  not  therefore  have  influenced  the  govern- 
ment in  framing  such  order,  if  it  ever  existed. 

So  far  as  any  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  patent 
on  the  ground  of  uncertainty  is  concerned,  I  think  I 
am  justified  in  upholding  it,  on  the  facts,  that  the  site 
was  fixed  by  the  existence  of  the  church  thereon ;  that 
the  estimated  quantity  of  land  corresponds  with  the 
actual  quantity ;  and  that  the  limits  were  marked  on 
the  ground  by  competent  authority.  I  might  add,  but 
that  is  not  distinctly  proved,  that  CarrolTi  survey  has 
ever  since  its  return  been  recognized  and  acted  upon 
by  the  government.  Even  if  the  objection  of  uncer- 
tainty were  to  prevail,!  do  not  see  that  it  would  entitle 
the  defendant  to  a  new  trial,  for  establishing  that  the 
Grown  have  made  no  grant,  would  not  establish  that 
the  locus  in  quo  is  not  a  highway.  And  if  it  be  admitted 
that  CarroWs  instructions  directed  him  to  make  North 
Street  two  chains  wide,  and  that  he  did  so  mark  it  out, 
then  the  defendant  is  maintaining  a  fence  which  en- 
closes 82  feet  of  North  Street,  and  is  guilty  of  the 
nuisance  charged. 

Hagabtt,  J.,  retained  the  opinion  expressed  by  him 
in  the  case  referred  to  in  the  Common  Pleas. 

Per  Curiam. — Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
[Hagarty,  J.,  dissenting.] 
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[Before  the  Hon,  Sir  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart.,  C.  J.,  the 
Hon.  W.  H.  Blake,  Chancellor,  the  Hon.  W.  H. 
Draper,  C.  J.,  C.  P.;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  McLean, 
the  Hon.  V.  C.  Esten,  the  Hon.  Mr.  Jtistice  Bums, 
the  Hon.  V.  C.  Spragge,  and  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
Richards.] 


ON  AN  APPEAL  FROM  THB  COURT  OF  COMMON   PLBAS 

COUBMAN  V.   MoDbBMOTT. 

Frgg  OH  hoardr^Delivtry  of  goods — Practici-^CostS'^Time  of  ihg  «- 
M4nce  of  ths  contrtut. 

A  party  agreed  tu  sell  and  deliver  '*  F.  O.  B.,"  4000  barrels  of  floor 
by  a  day  named  ;  of  this  quantity  3000  bad  been  delivered,  but  the 
remaining  zooo  barrels  lyere  not  in  the  possession  oi  the  contract- 
ing party  to  be  delivered  until  after  the  day  appointed.  Some  days 
afterwards  the  vendors  sent  to  the  broker  who  had  negotiated  the 
sale  the  order  of  another  person  for  the  required  quantity,  which, 
after  taking  some  days  to  correspond  with  their  vendees,  the  pur- 
chasers agreed  to  accept  and  paid  the  price  agreed  upon  to  the 
broker,  who  remitted  the  money  to  the  vendors,  and  the  vessel  was 
without  delay  despatched  by  the  purchasers  to  receive  the  flour  on 
board  :  before  reaching  the  port  where  the  flour  was  to  be  shipped 
on  board  a  Are  had  taken  place  in  the  warehouse  and  destroyed 
the  flour  stored  therein.  In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  shewing  a 
setting  apart  of  the  1000  barrels  of  flour  by  the  vendors  to  answer 
their  contract  with  the  purchasers,  and  that  the  delivery  order 
'  referred  to  such  specific  1000  barrels,  or  any  acceptance  b^  the  pur- 
chasers thereof,  the  court,  while  expressing  a  clear  opinion  that 
nnder  such  circumstances  the  loss  must  fall  upon  the  vendors,  dis- 
missed an  appeal  from  the  court  below  granting  a  new  trial  on  the 
application  of  the  vendors,  against  whom  a  verdict  had  been  ren- 
dered for  the  price  of  the  flour ;  the  court  below  having  ordered 
such  new  triai  upon  the  assumption  that  a  certain  fact  material  to 
the  consideration  of  the  point  in  question  was  as  stated,  in  which 
case  the  verdict  would  have  been  wrong,  or  that  such  fact  was  as- 
serted on  one  side,  and  denied  on  the  other,  and  the  same  had  not 
been  found  one  way  or  the  other  by  the  jury  ;  reserving  for  future 
consideration  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  thus  leaving  the  new  trial  to 
proceed  on  the  terms  in  which  it  was  ordered. 

The  efiiect  and  meaning  of  the  words.  "  Free  on  board,"  considered. 

In  contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  flour  at  a  future  day.  and 
in  like  cases,  time  is  strictly  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 

Statement. — This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Gonrt  of  Common  Pleas,  reported  at  page  808  of 
the  fifth  volume  of  the  reports  of  that  court. 

From  the  judgment  there  given  the  plaintiffs  appeal- 
ed, and  a  statement  of  the  case  shewing  the  reasons 
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trial,  and  should  have  left  it  to  them  to  say  whether 
Hackett  was  not  before  the  fire  holding  the  floor  as 
the  plaintiffs'  property. 

That  he  ought  to  have  charged  the  jury  to  find,  and 
they  ought  to  have  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 
That  the  affidavits  filed  shew  sufficient  grounds  for 
granting  a  new  trial,  and  that  the  rule  absolute  for 
granting  a  new  trial  in  this  cause  should  be  sustained, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  affirmed. 

Mr.  Connor,  Q.O..  and  Mr.  Gait,  for  the  appellants. 

Mr.  Vankoughnet,  Q.G.,  for  the  respondents. 

The  cases  relied  on  by  counsel  appear  in  the  judg- 
ment and  in  the  report  of  the  case  in  the  court  below, 
where  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence  in  the  cause  are 
clearly  and  fully  set  forth. 

Judgment — Sm  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart.,  C.J.— I  do 
not  think  any  difficulty  is  created  in  this  case  by  the 
circumstance  that  the  action  is  brought  in  the  name 
of  three  plaintiffs,  while  the  broker  seems  to  have  been 
under  the  impression  that  he  was  making  the  bargain 
only  in  behalf  of  two.  The  defendants  have  founded 
upon  this  variance  an  objection  to  the  plaintiffs'  re- 
covery, but  whether  it  arose  from  the  broker  not  being 
fully  informed  of  all  who  were  to  have  an  interest  in 
the  flour  he  was  buying,  or  from  his  mistaking  bis 
instructions,  it  is  of  no  moment ;  the  question  is  who 
were  really  the  parties,  and  in  many  cases  of  this 
kind  the.  objection  has  been  held  not  to  be  fatal. 

Then  as  to  the  main  question.  An  accidental  fire  has 
occurred,  by  which  1000  barrels  of  flour,  which  it  was 
intended  were  to  pass  from  the  defendants  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, have  been  destroyed  before  they  got  into  the 
actual  possession  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  (as  I  suppose  the 
defendants  would  rather  the  fact  should  be  stated)  before 
they  had  been  shipped  by  them  for  the  plaintiffs,  as  they 
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were  to  be,  free  of  charge.  It  is  not,  pretended  that 
either  party  was  to  blame  for  the  accident  by  which 
the  flour  was  destroyed,  and  it  is  quite  natural  under 
the  circumstances  that  eacb  should  desire  to  escape 
from  the  loss  by  throwing  it  upon  the  other. 

When  the  facts  of  such  a  case  are  ascertained,  as  I 
think  they  have  been  in  this,  in  regard  to  all  essential 
particulars,  it  rests  with  the  law  to  determine  upon 
which  of  the  parties  the  loss  must  fall,  and  when  a 
clear  conclusion  can  be  arrived  at  upon  admitted  legal 
principles,  the  losing  party  must  submit  as  he  would 
to  any  other  misfortune  however  the  case  may  seem  to 
him ;  for  the  law  must  be  allowed  to  govern,  otherwise, 
dealers  in  such  transactions  would  never  know  their 
rights,  and  there  would  be  utter  uncertainty  in  con- 
ducting a  description  of  business  in  which  the  utmost 
certainty  is  desirable. 

When  this  case  was  before  me  at  nisi  prius,  I  saw 
that  there  was  a  large  amount  of  money  at  stake,  and 
that  some  rather  nice  points  were  to  be  determined 
between  parties,  none  of  whom,  I  am  persuaded,  are 
insisting  upon  any  thing  that  they  think  wrong,  and  I 
intended  to  have  confined  myself  to  obtaining  the  con- 
clusions of  tbe  jury  upon  the  facts,  leaving  the  law  to  be 
determined  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, which  was  in 
possession  of  the  cause,  without  prejudice  from  any 
opinion  of  mine  hastily  formed  at  nisi  prius,  which  could 
be  of  little  value,  but  one  of  the  parties  would  not  agree 
to  the  course  which  is  usual  on  such  occasions,though  it 
cannot  be  taken  without  consent,  and  acting  upon  the 
view  which  I  then  took  of  the  case,  I  told  the  jury  that 
taking  the  facts  to  be  as  they  had  fouud  them,  I  con- 
sidered that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  their  verdict. 

The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  taking  a  different  view 
of  tbe  law  has  granted  a  new  trial,  and  it  is  most  pro- 
bable they  are  right,  but  as  I  have  not  with  the  advan- 
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the  fence  was  removed  from  north  to  south  to  make  it 
correspond  with  CarroWa  line,  and  as  to  the  latter, 
among  other  changes,  Mark  Lane,  instead  of  being  100 
feet  wide,  was  laid  out  by  Mr.  CarroU  sixty-six  feet  wide, 
and  the  fence  on  that  side  corresponds  therewith. 
Moreover,  the  fences  were  not  begun  until  after  the 
receipt  of  this  (supposed)  copy  of  an  order  in  council 
and  could  not  therefore  have  influenced  the  govern- 
ment in  framing  such  order,  if  it  ever  existed. 

So  far  as  any  objection  to  the  validity  of  the  patent 
on  the  ground  of  uncertainty  is  concerned,  I  think  I 
am  justified  in  upholding  it,  on  the  facts,  that  the  site 
was  fixed  by  the  existence  of  the  church  thereon ;  that 
the  estimated  quantity  of  land  corresponds  with  the 
actual  quantity ;  and  that  the  limits  were  marked  on 
the  ground  by  competent  authority.  I  might  add,  bat 
that  is  not  distinctly  proved,  that  CarroW$  survey  has 
ever  since  its  return  been  recognized  and  acted  npon 
by  the  government.  Even  if  the  objection  of  uncer- 
tainty were  to  prevail,  I  do  not  see  that  it  would  entitle 
the  defendant  to  a  new  trial,  for  establishing  that  the 
Grown  have  made  no  grant,  would  not  establish  that 
the  locui  in  quo  is  not  a  highway.  And  if  it  be  admitted 
that  CarroWa  instructions  directed  him  to  make  North 
Street  two  chains  wide,  and  that  he  did  so  mark  itont, 
then  the  defendant  is  maintaining  a  fence  which  en- 
closes 32  feet  of  North  Street,  and  is  guilty  of  the 
nuisance  charged. 

Hagartv,  J.,  retained  the  opinion  expressed  by  him 
in  the  case  referred  to  in  the  Common  Pleas. 

Per  Curiam. — ^Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
[Hagarty,  J.,  dissentiDg.] 
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[Before  the  Hon.  Sir  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart.,  C.  /.,  the 
Hon.  W.  H.  Blake,  Chancellor,  the  Hon.  W.  H. 
Draper,  C.  J.,  C.  P.;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  McLean, 
the  Hon.  V.  C.  Esten,  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Bums, 
the  Hon.  V.  C.  Spragge,  and  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
Richards.] 


ON  AN  APPBAL  PROM  THB  COURT  OP  COMMON   PLBA8 
COLKMAM  Y.   MoDbBMOTT. 

Fr##  on  hoardr^Dilivify  of  goods — PracHct'-Costs^^Tims  of  tht  €$- 
sencf  of  the  contract. 

A  party  anpreed  to  sell  and  deliver  "  F.  O.  B.,"  4000  barrels  of  flour 
by  a  day  named  ;  of  this  quantity  3000  bad  been  delivered,  but  the 
remaining  1000  barrels  lyere  not  in  the  possession  oi  the  contract- 
ing party  to  be  delivered  until  after  the  day  appointed.  Some  days 
afterwards  the  vendors  sent  to  the  broker  who  had  negotiated  the 
sale  the  order  of  another  person  for  the  required  quantity,  which, 
after  taking  some  days  to  correspond  with  their  vendees,  the  pur- 
chasers agreed  to  accept  and  paid  the  price  agreed  upon  to  the 
broker,  who  remitted  the  money  to  the  vendors,  and  the  vessel  was 
without  delay  despatched  by  the  purchasers  to  receive  the  flour  on 
board  :  before  reaching  the  port  where  the  flour  was  to  be  shipped 
on  board  a  fire  had  taken  place  in  the  warehouse  and  destroyed 
the  flour  stored  therein.  In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  shewing  a 
setting  apart  of  the  1000  barrels  of  flour  by  the  vendors  to  answer 
their  contract  with  the  purchasers,  and  that  the  delivery  order 
'  referred  to  such  specific  1000  barrels,  or  any  acceptance  by  the  pur- 
chasers thereof,  the  court,  while  expressing  a  clear  opinion  that 
under  such  circumstances  the  loss  must  fall  upon  the  vendors,  dis- 
miseed  an  appeal  from  the  court  below  granting  a  new  trial  on  the 
application  ot  the  vendors,  against  whom  a  verdict  had  been  ren- 
dered for  the  price  of  the  flour ;  the  court  below  having  ordered 
such  new  trial  upon  the  assumption  that  a  certain  fact  material  to 
the  consideration  of  the  point  m  question  was  as  stated,  in  which 
case  the  verdict  would  have  been  wrong,  or  that  such  fact  was  as- 
serted on  one  side,  and  denied  on  the  other,  and  the  same  had  not 
been  found  one  way  or  the  other  by  the  jury  :  reserving  for  future 
consideration  the  costs  of  the  appeal,  thus  leaving  the  new  trial  to 
proceed  on  the  terms  in  which  it  was  ordered. 

The  effect  and  meaning  of  the  words,  "  Free  on  board,"  considered. 

In  contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  flour  at  a  future  day.  and 
in  like  cases,  time  is  strictly  of  the  essence  of  the  contract. 

Statemskt. — This  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  reported  at  page  808  of 
the  fifth  volume  of  the  reports  of  that  court. 

From  the  judgment  there  given  the  plaintiffs  appeal- 
ed, and  a  statement  of  the  case  shewing  the  reasons 
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for  and  against  such  appeal  was  settled  and  signed  by 
the  counsel  on  both  sides,  as  follows  : 

The  action  in  the  court  below  was  brought  to  recover 
the  sum  of  £2186  Is.  9d.,  as  and  for  the  price  of  lOOO 
barrels  of  flour  bought  by  the  plaintiffs  from  the  de- 
fendants, and,  as  the  plaintiffs  allege,  not  delivered  to 
or  received  by  them,  and  damage  for  the  non-delivery 
thereof. 

The  trial  took  place  at  the  Toronto  autumn  assizes 
for  1865,  before  Sir  J,  B.  Bobinson^  Chief  Justice  of 
Upper  Canada,  .when  a  verdict  was  rendered  for  the 
plaintiffs,  with  £2186  Is.  9d.,  damages. 

A  rule  n\9%  was  obtained  in  the  following  term  to 
set  aside  this  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  pursuant  to 
leave  supposed  by  defendants'  counsel  to  have  been  re- 
served, or  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection 
and  on  affidavits  filed. 

After  argument  in  Michaelmas  Term  1855,  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  made  the  rule  absolute  for  a  new 
trial,  and  by  that  rule  absolute  it  was  ordered,  that  the 
verdict  obtained  should  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial 
had  between  the  parties.  And  the  plaintiffs  now  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  making  said 
rule  absolute  and  from  said  rule. 

The  grounds  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  counsel  op- 
posed the  said  rule  nisi  before  the  said  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  were  the  following :  that  no  leave  was 
reserved  at  the  trial  to  enter  a  nonsuit ;  that  the  order 
on  Hackett  for  the  delivery  of  the  flour,  signed  by  Clvx- 
ton  in  favour  of  defendants,  and  their  subsequent  trans- 
fer of  said  order  to  Goodenough,  and  OoodenougKs 
transfer  to  the  plaintiffs,  did  not  vest  the  property  in  the 
flour  in  the  plaintiffs  on  receipt  of  said  order  by  them. 

That  the  defendants  having  themselves  acquired  no 
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property  in  the  flour  under  that  order  could  not  make 
any  appropriation  of  it  to  the  plaintiffs. 

That  there  could  be  no  delivery  of  the  flour  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  contract  while  any  thing 
remained  to  be  done  by  the  defendants,  and  until  the 
same  was  actually  placed  on  board  the  plaintiffs' vessel. 

That  there  was  no  delivery  and  acceptance  of  the 
said  flour  sufficient  to  vest  the  property  in  it  in  the 
plaintiffs,  either  under  the  contract  or  otherwise. 

That  the  order  on  Hctckett  was  never  accepted,  and 
consequently  there  could  have  been  no  delivery  of  the 
the  said  flour. 

That  the  charge  of  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury 
was  corre(^t  and  unobjectionable,  and  the  finding  of 
the  jury  was  a  correct  finding. 

That  the  affidavits  filed  disclosed  no  ground  for 
granting  a  new  trial,  no  reason  being  shown  why  the 
parties  making  those  affidavits  were  not  in  attendance 
at  the  trial,  and  did  not  then  disclose  the  alleged  facts 
or  circumstances  detailed  in  said  affidavits,  and  said 
affidavits  containing  no  new  matter  which  ought  to 
be  considered  of  sufficient  importance  to  disturb  the 
verdict. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  appeal  from 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  grant- 
ing a  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  are  that  for  the 
reasons  above  stated  or  some  of  them,  the  said  rule 
should  have  been  discharged  and  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  allowed  to  siiand. 

The  defendants  contend  that  they  performed  their 
contract.  That  what  was  done  amounted  in  law  to  a 
delivery  of  the  flour,  and  vested  in  the  plaintiffs'  pro- 
perty therein. 

That  the  learned  judge  misdirected  the  jury  at  the 
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for  and  against  such  appeal  was  settled  and  signed  by 
the  counsel  on  both  sides,  as  follows  : 

The  action  in  the  court  below  was  brought  to  recover 
the  sum  of  £2186  Is.  9d.,  as  and  for  the  price  of  1000 
barrels  of  flour  bought  by  the  plaintiffs  from  the  de- 
fendants, and,  as  the  plaintiffs  allege,  not  delivered  to 
or  received  by  them,  and  damage  for  the  non-deliveiy 
thereof. 

The  trial  took  place  at  the  Toronto  autumn  assizes 
for  1865,  before  Sir  J.  B.  Eobinaon,  Chief  Justice  of 
Upper  Canada,  .when  a  verdict  was  rendered  for  the 
plaintiffs,  with  £2186  Is.  9d.,  damages. 

A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  in  the  following  term  to 
set  aside  this  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  pursuant  to 
leave  supposed  by  defendants'  counsel  to  have  been  re- 
served, or  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection 
and  on  affidavits  filed. 

After  argument  in  Michaelmas  Term  1855,  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  made  the  rule  absolute  for  a  new 
trial,  and  by  that  rule  absolute  it  was  ordered,  that  the 
verdict  obtained  should  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial 
had  between  the  parties.  And  the  plaintiffs  now  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  making  said 
rule  absolute  and  from  said  rule. 

The  grounds  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  counsel  op- 
posed the  said  rule  nisi  before  the  said  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  were  the  following :  that  no  leave  was 
reserved  at  the  trial  to  enter  a  nonsuit ;  that  the  order 
on  Hackett  for  the  delivery  of  the  flour,  signed  by  Clvx- 
ton  in  favour  of  defendants,  and  their  subsequent  trans- 
fer of  said  order  to  Goodenough,  and  OoodenougVi 
transfer  to  the  plaintiffs,  did  not  vest  the  property  in  the 
flour  in  the  plaintiffs  on  receipt  of  said  order  by  them. 

That  the  defendants  having  themselves  acquired  no 
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property  in  the  flour  under  that  order  could  not  make 
any  appropriation  of  it  to  the  plaintiffs. 

That  there  could  be  no  delivery  of  the  flour  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  contract  while  any  thing 
remained  to  be  done  by  the  defendants,  and  until  the 
same  was  actually  placed  on  board  the  plaintiffs' vessel. 

That  there  was  no  delivery  and  acceptance  of  the 
said  flour  sufficient  to  vest  the  property  in  it  in  the 
plaintiffs,  either  under  the  contract  or  otherwise. 

That  the  order  on  Hackett  was  never  accepted,  and 
consequently  there  could  have  been  no  delivery  of  the 
the  said  flour. 

That  the  charge  of  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury 
was  correi^t  and  unobjectionable,  and  the  finding  of 
the  jury  was  a  correct  finding. 

That  the  affidavits  filed  disclosed  no  ground  for 
granting  a  new  trial,  no  reason  being  shown  why  the 
parties  making  those  affidavits  were  not  in  attendance 
at  the  trial,  and  did  not  then  disclose  the  alleged  facts 
or  circumstances  detailed  in  said  affidavits,  and  said 
affidavits  containing  no  new  matter  which  ought  to 
be  considered  of  sufficient  importance  to  disturb  the 
verdict. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  appeal  from 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  grant- 
ing a  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  are  that  for  the 
reasons  above  stated  or  some  of  them,  the  said  rule 
should  have  been  discharged  and  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  allowed  to  siiand. 

The  defendants  contend  that  they  performed  their 
contract.  That  what  was  done  amounted  in  law  to  a 
delivery  of  the  flour,  and  vested  in  the  plaintiffs'  pro- 
perty therein. 

That  the  learned  judge  misdirected  the  jury  at  the 
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prepared  by  Colonel  A$kin  was  forwarded  with  the 
memorial,  and  that  be  had  since  made  every  possible 
search  for  both,  but  without  success,  and  that  the  plan 
never  was  returned.  That  in  the  fall  of  1883  he  saw 
a  copy  of  an  order  in  council  directing  the  land  to  be 
granted  as  prayed  for ;  that  after  getting  this  copy  they 
began  to  build  the  church,which  was  raised  in  the  spring 
of  1884,  and  was  opened  that  season,  and  the  fence  was 
put  up  immediately  after  finishing  that  church,  and  was 
completed  early  in  1835.  That  a  fence  of  rails  was  put 
up  on  the  north  boundary,  but  was  afterwards  removed 
to  the  south,  to  the  line  as  laid  down  there  by  Mr.  Car- 
roll. The  Bishop  further  stated  that  he  went  to  Toronto, 
just  before  Sir  John  Colbome's  departure,  in  reference 
to  obtaining  the  patents  for  two  rectories ;  that  there  was 
some  blunder;  that  ''things  were  done  in  a  hurry,"  that 
he  went  to  the  Surveyor-GeneraFs  office,  "and  the  clerk 
then  said  they  had  no  plan  and  were  quite  at  a  loss  as 
to  the  block."  The  clerk  had  the  old  plan,  and  he 
measured  some  of  the  blocks  upon  it,  and  said  this  block 
would  at  all  events  contain  as  much  as  those,  and  he 
gave  that  description  which  was  put  into  the  patent. 
The  Bishop  explained  that  the  order  in  council  referred 
to  in  the  margin  of  the  patent  was  the  one  estabUshing 
the  rectories. 

L.  Lai^rewon,  Esq.,  stated  that  he  remembered  seeing 
the  order  in  council ;  (Qa.,  the  copy ;)  that  being  church- 
warden at  the  time  he  might  have  received  it,  and  if 
so,  it  was  probably  burnt  in  the  old  church  or  at  bis 
own  place.  That  he  had  applied  at  the  government 
office  and  could  not  find  it,and  was  informed  it  had  been 
mislaid  or  lost ;  that  he  could  find  no  entry  in  any  of 
the  books  or  records  in  relation  to  it  before  the  patent. 

The  learned  judge  directed  the  jury  that  if  there  was 
a  part  of  the  town  plot  of  London  on  which  the  Epis- 
copal church  then  stood,  which  was  known  and  recog- 
nized as  a  part  of  the  town  plot  of  London,  independent 
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of  GaTTolVs  Burvey,  that  fact  would  be  evidence  for  them 
that  the  patent  was  intended  to  grant  such  part ;  or  if 
the  grant  was  made  in  relation  to  a  fence  then  stand- 
ing, in  either  case  they  should  acquit  the  defendant. 
But  if  the  grant  was  made  to  coyer  the  part  of  the 
town  plot  then  being  laid  out,  i.  e.,  the  block  of  land 
surveyed  by  Mr.  Carroll  as  the  church  block,  which 
survey,  as  regarded  that  block,  was  then  completed, 
they  should  find  him  guilty,  and  he  stated  that  in  his 
opinion  the  plan  made  by  Mr.  Carroll  should  govern, 
but  he  left  it  to  them.  They  found  the  defendant  guilty. 

A  new  trial  was  moved  for  on  the  law  and  evidence 
and  for  misdirection,  because  the  learned  judge  ought 
to  have  ruled  as  a  question  of  law,  that  CarrolVs  survey 
should  not  govern,  and  that  the  patent  should  be  held 
to  embrace  the  land  then  known  as  the  church  block. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  discharged  the  rule, 
entirely  on  the  authority  of  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  in  Regina  v.  The  Bishop  of  Huron,  the 
learned  Chief  Justice  stating  that  there  was  among  the 
judges  a  considerable  difference  of  opinion.  The  appeal 
is  against  that  decision,  and  the  only  reason  of  appeal 
assigned  is,  that  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the 
patent  taken  in  connexion  with  the  evidence  given,  it 
should  be  held  to  embrace  the  land  upon  which  the 
fence  complained  of  in  the  indictment  was  erected,  and 
that  the  learned  judge  should  so  have  directed  the 
jury.  It  does  not  appear  that  this  objection  was  made 
at  the  trial,  or  that  the  learned  judge  was  asked  to 
give  such  a  direction.  In  fact  he  only  expressed  an 
opinion,  as  I  read  his  charge,  on  the  weight  of  the 
evidence,  leaving  it  wholly  open  to  the  jury. 

The  defence  rests,  as  I  understand  it,  on  the  in- 
fluence proper  to  be  allowed  to  external  circumstances, 
affecting  the  construction  of  the  letters  patent,  for 
without  the  aid  of  such  circumstances  it  has  not  been 
argued  that  the  defence  can  succeed. 
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hands,  as  it  appears  Mr.  Proudfoot  did  before  the  flour 
arrived,  and  to  shew  to  Mr.  Hackeft  that  he  would  be 
safe,  if  he  chose  to  do  it,  in  letting  him  have  the  flour, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  authorised  to  call  upon 
him  to  deliver  the  flour  at  least  on  the  wharf,  and  in 
strictness  on  board  of  the  vessel  free  of  charge. 

I  do  not  see  how  it  can  be  held  in  this  case  that 
nothing  remained  to  be  done  by  the  vendors.  Hackett 
still  held  the  flour  as  their  agent,  he  had  not  attorned 
to  the  plaintiffs,  and  if  when  the  unaccepted  order  came 
to  him  he  had  received  no  contrary  instructions,  and 
was  willing  to  comply  with  it,  and  if  this  flour  had  been 
still  in  store,  he  would  still  have  had  a  service  to  per- 
form on  behalf  of  the  vendors,  that  is  to  produce  the 
flour  on  the  wharf,  and  to .  pay  the  wharfage,  and  to 
ship  it  also,  as  I  think,  if  that  should  be  required  of  him. 

The  plaintiffs,  it  appears  to  me,  were  not  in  a  position 
to  maintain  trover  for  the  flour  at  any  time  before  it 
was  destroyed,  either  against  the  wharfinger  if  he  had 
refused  to  deliver  it,  or  against  Cltbxton  or  the  defendants 
if  they  had  diverted  the  flour  into  any  other  channel. 

I  take  this  to  be  so  clear  in  reason  as  well  as  in  law, 
that  if  the  price  of  the  flour  had  not  happened  to  have 
been  paid  before  it  was  burnt,  I  doubt  whether  the  de- 
fendants would  have  been  disposed  to  sue  for  the  amount 
which  they  were  only  entitled,  by  the  very  terms  of  the 
contract,  to  receive  upon  delivery  of  the  flour  or  of  a 
wareh6use  receipt  for  it,  for  they  could  hardly  have 
supposed  that  an  unaccepted  order  upon  the  ware- 
housekeeper  amounted  to  a  warehouse  receipt. 

But  if  they  could  not  have  recovered  the  price  under 
these  circumstances  they  can  no  more  retain  it,  having 
been  paid  as  it  was  in  reliance  upon  their  fulfilment  of 
the  contract.  The  plaintiffs  may  fairly  say|to  the  defen- 
dants, "We  were  not  bound  to  pay  you  the  money  till 
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you  had  delivered  to  us  the  flour  free  on  board  or  a 
warehouse  receipt ;  you  have  never  in  fact  done  the 
one  thing  or  other,  but  as  you  were  pressing  for  the 
money  and  shewed  us  that  you  had  in  store  a  sufficient 
quantity  of  flour  ready  to  be  delivered,  we  paid  the 
money,  trusting  that  all  would  be  right.  We  have  since 
called  upon  you  for  the  flour,  and  you  have  failed  to 
deliver  it  as  you  engaged  to  do,  pay  us  back  therefore 
our  money." 

All  that  the  defendants  allege  is,  we  should  have 
had  the  flour  to  deliver  to  you  if  it  had  not  been  bu^it. 
That  is  a  misfortune  against  which  they  could  have 
guarded  by  insurance — not  having  done  so  there  is  a 
loss  to  be  borne  by  the  one  party  or  the  other.  Mr. 
Justice  Bayley,  in  Tarling  v.  Baxter,  (a)  says : "  it  is  quite 
clear  that  the  loss  must  fall  upon  him  in  whom  the 
property  was  vested  at  the  time  when  it  was  destroyed 
by  fire."  And  the  plaintiffs  not  having  purchased  from 
the  defendants  any  specific  lot  of  flour,  but  only  con- 
tracted for  a  certain  quantity  to  be  delivered  to  them, 
and  not  having  the  flour  that  was  burnt  ever  placed 
under  their  control,  or  delivered  into  their  possession* 
or  acknowledged  by  any  one  to  be  held  for  them,  and 
in  their  name,  I  think  it  clear  that  the  loss  rests  with 
the  defendants  and  not  with  them.  In  the  case  of 
Williams  v.  Everett,  (6)  Lord  EllenboroiLgk  states  the 
rule  which  is  to  be  applied  in  such  cases  very  clearly. 
"  In  all  cases  "  (he  says)  "  of  specific  property  being 
lost  in  the  hands  of  an  agent,  when  the  agent  i|  not 
himself  responsible  for  the  cause  of  the  loss,  the  lia- 
bility to  bear  the  loss  is  the  test  and  consequence  of 
being  the  proprietor,  as  the  principal  of  such  agent** 

Surely  there  is  no  ground  on  which  it  can  be  held 
that  Hackett  in  this  case  was  the  agent  of  the  plaintiffs, 
whatever  he  might  have  been  if  he  had  accepted  Glvoi' 
UnCs  order,  or  had  in  any  other  mtuiner  made  himself 

(a)  6  B.  <fe  C.  363.  (6)  14  E.  R.  597. 
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for  and  against  such  appeal  was  settled  and  signed  by 
the  counsel  on  both  sides,  as  follows : 

The  action  in  the  court  below  was  brought  to  recover 
the  sum  of  £2186  Is.  9d.,  as  and  for  the  price  of  1000 
barrels  of  flour  bought  by  the  plaintiffs  from  the  de- 
fendants, and,  as  the  plaintiffs  allege,  not  delivered  to 
or  received  by  them,  and  damage  for  the  non-deliveiy 
thereof. 

The  trial  took  place  at  the  Toronto  autumn  assizes 
for  1865,  before  Sir  J.  B.  Robinson^  Chief  Justice  of 
Upper  Canada,  .when  a  verdict  was  rendered  for  the 
plaintiffs,  with  £2186  Is.  9d.,  damages. 

A  rule  nm  was  obtained  in  the  following  term  to 
set  aside  this  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  pursuant  to 
leave  supposed  by  defendants'  counsel  to  have  been  re- 
served, or  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of  misdirection 
and  on  affidavits  filed. 

After  argument  in  Michaelmas  Term  1855,  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  made  the  rule  absolute  for  a  new 
trial,  and  by  that  rule  absolute  it  was  ordered,  that  the 
verdict  obtained  should  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial 
had  between  the  parties.  And  the  plaintiffs  now  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  of  the  court  in  making  said 
rule  absolute  and  from  said  rule. 

The  grounds  upon  which  the  plaintiff's  counsel  op- 
posed the  said  rule  nisi  before  the  said  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  were  the  following :  that  no  leave  was 
reserved  at  the  trial  to  enter  a  nonsuit ;  that  the  order 
on  Hackett  for  the  delivery  of  the  flour,  signed  by  Clvx- 
ton  in  favour  of  defendants,  and  their  subsequent  trans- 
fer of  said  order  to  Goodenough^  and  OoodenotigKi 
transfer  to  the  plaintiffs,  did  not  vest  the  property  in  the 
flour  in  the  plaintiffs  on  receipt  of  said  order  by  them. 

That  the  defendants  having  themselves  acquired  bo 
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property  in  the  flour  under  that  order  could  not  make 
any  appropriation  of  it  to  the  plaintiffs. 

That  there  could  be  no  delivery  of  the  flour  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  terms  of  the  contract  while  any  thing 
remained  to  be  done  by  the  defendants,  and  until  the 
same  was  actually  placed  on  board  the  plaintiffs' vessel. 

That  there  was  no  delivery  and  acceptance  of  the 
said  flour  sufficient  to  vest  the  property  in  it  in  the 
plaintiffs,  either  under  the  contract  or  otherwise. 

That  the  order  on  Hackett  was  never  accepted,  and 
consequently  there  could  have  been  no  delivery  of  the 
the  said  flour. 

That  the  charge  of  the  learned  judge  to  the  jury 
was  correct  and  unobjectionable,  and  the  finding  of 
the  jury  was  a  correct  finding. 

That  the  affidavits  filed  disclosed  no  ground  for 
granting  a  new  trial,  no  reason  being  shown  why  the 
parties  making  those  affidavits  were  not  in  attendance 
at  the  trial,  and  did  not  then  disclose  the  alleged  facts 
or  circumstances  detailed  in  said  affidavits,  and  said 
affidavits  containing  no  new  matter  which  ought  to 
be  considered  of  sufficient  importance  to  disturb  the 
verdict. 

The  ground  upon  which  the  plaintiffs  appeal  from 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  grant- 
ing a  rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial,  are  that  for  the 
reasons  above  stated  or  some  of  them,  the  said  rule 
should  have  been  discharged  and  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  allowed  to  siiand. 

The  defendants  contend  that  they  performed  their 
contract.  That  what  was  done  amounted  in  law  to  a 
delivery  of  the  flour,  and  vested  in  the  plaintiffs'  pro- 
perty therein. 

That  the  learned  judge  misdirected  the  jury  at  the 
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trial,  and  should  have  left  it  to  them  to  say  whether 
Hackett  was  not  before  the  fire  holding  the  flour  as 
the  plaintiffs'  property. 

That  he  ought  to  have  charged  the  jury  to  find,  and 
they  ought  to  have  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 
That  the  affidavits  filed  shew  sufficient  grounds  for 
granting  a  new  trial,  and  that  the  rule  absolute  for 
granting  a  new  trial  in  this  cause  should  be  sustained, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  court  below  affirmed. 

Mr.  Connor,  Q.C..  and  Mr.  Gait,  for  the  appeUants. 

Mr.  Vankoiighnet,  Q.C.,  for  the  respondents. 

The  cases  relied  on  by  counsel  appear  in  the  judg- 
ment and  in  the  report  of  the  case  in  the  court  below, 
where  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence  in  the  cause  are 
clearly  and  fully  set  forth. 

Judgment. — Sm  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart.,  C.J. — I  do 
not  think  any  difficulty  is  created  in  this  case  by  the 
circumstance  that  the  action  is  brought  in  the  name 
of  three  plaintiffs,  while  the  broker  seems  to  have  been 
under  the  impression  that  he  was  making  the  bargain 
only  in  behalf  of  two.  The  defendants  have  founded 
upon  this  variance  an  objection  to  the  plaintiffs'  re- 
covery, but  whether  it  arose  from  the  broker  not  being 
fully  informed  of  ail  who  were  to  have  an  interest  in 
the  flour  he  was  buying,  or  from  his  mistaking  bis 
instructions,  it  is  of  no  moment ;  the  question  is  who 
were  really  the  parties,  and  in  many  cases  of  this 
kind  the  objection  has  been  held  not  to  be  fatal. 

Then  as  to  the  main  question.  An  accidental  fire  has 
occurred,  by  which  1000  barrels  of  flour,  which  it  was 
intended  were  to  pass  from  the  defendants  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, have  been  destroyed  before  they  got  into  the 
actual  possession  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  (as  I  suppose  thd 
defendantswouldrather  the  fact  should  be  stated)  before 
they  had  been  shipped  by  them  for  the  plaintiffs,  as  they 
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were  to  be,  free  of  charge.  It  is  not,  pretended  that 
either  party  was  to  blame  for  the  accident  by  which 
the  flour  was  destroyed,  and  it  is  quite  natural  under 
the  circumstances  that  eacb  should  desire  to  escape 
from  the  loss  by  throwing  it  upon  the  other. 

When  the  facts  of  such  a  case  are  ascertained,  as  I 
think  they  have  been  in  this,  in  regard  to  all  essential 
particulars,  it  rests  with  the  law  to  determine  upon 
which  of  the  parties  the  loss  must  fall,  and  when  a 
clear  conclusion  can  be  arrived  at  upon  admitted  legal 
principles,  the  losing  party  must  submit  as  he  would 
to  any  other  misfortune  however  the  case  may  seem  to 
him ;  for  the  law  must  be  allowed  to  govern,  otherwise^ 
dealers  in  such  transactions  would  never  know  their 
rights,  and  there  would  be  utter  uncertainty  in  con- 
ducting a  description  of  business  in  which  the  utmost 
certainty  is  desirable. 

When  this  case  was  before  me  at  nisi  prius^  I  saw 
that  there  was  a  large  amount  of  money  at  stake,  and 
that  some  rather  nice  points  were  to  be  determined 
between  parties,  none  of  whom,  I  am  persuaded,  are 
insisting  upon  any  thing  that  they  think  wrong,  and  I 
intended  to  have  confined  myself  to  obtaining  the  con- 
clusions of  tbe  jury  upon  the  facts,  leaving  the  law  to  be 
determined  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,which  was  in 
possession  of  the  cause,  without  prejudice  from  any 
opinion  of  mine  hastily  formed  at  nisi  prius,  which  could 
be  of  little  value,  but  one  of  the  parties  would  not  agree 
to  the  course  which  is  usual  on  such  occasions,  though  it 
cannot  be  taken  without  consent,  and  acting  upon  the 
view  which  I  then  took  of  the  case,  I  told  the  jury  that 
taking  the  facts  to  be  as  they  had  found  them,  I  con- 
sidered that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  their  verdict. 

The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  taking  a  different  view 
of  the  law  has  granted  a  new  trial,  and  it  is  most  pro- 
bable they  are  right,  but  as  I  have  not  with  the  advan- 
29  I  E.  &  A. 
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note  was  made  and  endorsed  in  pari  performance  of 
an  agreement  between  plaintiffs  and  defendants,  that 
defendants  would  respectively  make  and  endorse  this 
and  some  other  notes  and  deliver  them  to  the  plaintiffs 
in  consideration  of  plaintiffs  assigning  to  them  a  certain 
judgment,  and  which  judgment  the  plaintiffs  never  have 
assigned,  and  that,  therefore,  there  never  was  any  con- 
sideration for  defendants  making  or  endorsing,  or  for 
plaintiffs  holding  the  note  sued  upon.  The  defendant 
Beamish  also  pleaded  non  indorsavit.  Issue  was  taken 
by  the  plaintiffs,  who  at  the  trial  called  the  defendant 
Robertson  eKclusively  for  the  purpose  of  proving  the 
endorsement  by  Beamish.  After  Robertson  had  given 
this  testimony,  BeamisKs  counsel  desired  to  cross- 
examine  him  for  the  purpose  of  proving  BeamisKs  plea, 
that  the  plaintiffs  held  the  note  without  consideration. 
The  learned  judge  refused  to  allow  such  cross-examina- 
tion, and  he  also  refused  to  allow  Beamish^  who  was 
called  as  a  witness  for  Robertson,  to  be  examined  for 
a  like  purpose.  The  plaintiffs  thereupon  obtained  a 
verdict,  and  the  defendants  subsequently  took  out  a 
rule  nisi  lor  anew  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  learned 
judge's  ruling  in  this  particular  was  incorrect.  The 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  after  argument  discharged  the 
rule,  and  the  present  appeal  is  brought  against  that 
decision. 

But  for  the  statute  of  Upper  Canada,  5  William  lY., 
chapter  1,  the  plaintiffs  could  not  have  sued  these 
defendants  in  one  action  on  the  note  declared  upon. 
The  legislature  in  passing  that  statute  certainly  did  not 
intend  to  place  parties  to  bonds,  bills  of  exchange, 
promissory  notes,&c.,under  any  disadvantage  in  defend- 
ing themselves  againet  unjust  demands,  while  it  was 
intended  to  prevent  costs  being  incurred  in  separate 
suits  against  several  parties  to  the  same  instrument, 
first,  by  enabling  the  holders  to  sue  all  the  parties 
in  one  action,  and  second,  by  depriving  the  holders 
of  the  right  to  recover  any  costs  beyond  disbursements 
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in  more  thau  one  action,  unless  there  were  circam- 
stances  to  prevent  all  such  parties  being  sued  together. 

The  act,  though  in  one  sense  enabling,  was  intended 
as  a  restriction  upon  plaintiffs,  not  on  defendants,  as  to 
whom  it  expressly  provided  that  in  every  suit  brought 
under  its  provisions,  any  defendant  should  be  entitled 
to  the  testimonj  of  a  co-defendant,  if  he  would  have 
been  so  entitled  had  the  co-defendant  not  been  a  party 
to  the  suit  or  individually  named  in  the  record. 

It  is  not  denied  that  if  the  plaintiffs  had  brought 
separate  actions  against  these  defendants,  each  would 
have  been  entitled  to  the  testimony  of  the  other,  though 
each  relied  upon  the  same  identical  defence.  The  fact 
that  the  defence,  if  true  and  if  proved,  would  discharge 
the  party  called  as  a  witness  in  the  action  in  which  he 
was  defendant,  would  afford  ground  to  dispute  his 
credibility,  but  not  his  competency.  He  would  be  com- 
petent, because  the  verdict  I'endered  upon  his  testimony 
would  not  be  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  action  against 
himself.    It  would  make  no  difference  if  the  self- same 
jurors  who  acted  upon  his  evidence  were  also  empanelled 
to  try  his  defence,  for  if  they  acted  without  proof  on  the 
second  trial,  because  of  what  had  been  proved  on  the 
first,  the  court  would  set  aside  their  finding,  and  grant 
a  new  trial.    And  so,  I  apprehend,  under  the  Act  5th 
William  lY.,  if  one  defendant  had  called  another  to 
prove  his  defence,  and  the  defendant's  witness  made  a 
statement  in  his  own  favour,  in  consequence  of  which 
the  jury  rendered  a  verdict  for  both  defendants,  the 
court  would  grant  a  new  trial  as  to  the  defendant,  wit- 
ness, while  upholding  the  verdict  in  favour  of  the  other, 
for  the  statute  expressly  authorized  the  rendering  judg- 
ment in  the  plaintiff's  favour  against  some  defendants, 
and  against  the  plaintiff  in  favour  of  others;  maintaining 
a  complete  severance,  according  to  the  different  circum- 
stances of  the  rights  of  the  respective  parties  ;  and  to 
effect  this  completely,  the  power  to  grant  a  new  trial  in 
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regard  to  some  defendants,  and  to  refase  it  to  others, 
mast  inevitably  be  conceded. 

If  then  the  only  argument  against  the  admissibility 
of  the  evidence  in  the  present  case  be  that  the  jnry 
having  the  testimony  of  one  defendant  in  favour  of  the 
other  .will  or  may  apply  it  in  favour  of  the  defendant, 
witness,  as  well  as  of  the  other  defendant,  I  cannot,  with 
every  respect  for  contrary  opinions,  admit  its  validity- 
It  cannot  be  affirmed  truly  that  the  evidence  given  by 
one  defendant  to  sustain  the  plea  of  another  is,  in  point 
of  law,  evidence  to  support  a  similar  plea  pleaded  by 
the  witness,  and  though  in  point  of  fact  a  jury  may 
misapply  the  evidence  to  an  issue  or  issues  on  which 
it  is  inadmissible,  yet  this  does  not,  as  I  think,  justify 
its  entire  exclusion.  The  case  of  Regina  v.  Scaife^  (a) 
which  is  all  the  stronger  because  it  was  a  prosecution 
for  felony,  leads  to  a  contrary  conclusion.  There,  on 
the  trial  of  three  prisoners,  it  appeared  that  one  of 
them  had,  by  contrivance,  kept  away  a  most  material 
witness,  and  in  consequence,  the  deposition  of  that  wit- 
ness, as  taken  before  the  magistrate,  was  put  in  evi- 
dence. The  learned  judge  omitted  to  direct  the  jury 
that  this  deposition  was  evidence  as  against  that  pri- 
soner only,  by  whose  contrivance  the  witness  was  absent 
The  jury  acquitted  that  prisoner  and  convicted  the 
others,  and  the  court  granted  a  new  trial,  not  because 
this  evidence  was  admitted,  but  because  the  jury  were 
not  told  to  confine  its  application  to  the  case  of  the  one 
prisoner  who  had  kept  the  witness  away.  Again,  where 
several  accused  parties  are  put  together  on  their  trial, 
the  confession  of  one  is  evidence  only  against  himself» 
even  though  it  implicates  others  by  name ;  the  presid- 
ing judge  must  instruct  the  jury  that  it  is  not  evidence 
against  any  but  the  prisoner  who  made  it.  (b) 

But  the  argument  apparently  most  relied  upon  by  the 

(a)  17  Q.  B.  238.  5th  Cox  243. 

{b)  Taylor  on  Evidence,  sec.  795,  and  ed. 
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plaintifiTs  counsel  was  the  effect  of  our  Evidence  Act, 
which  provides  against  "  any  party'*  to  any  suit  or  pro- 
ceeding, individually  named  on  the  record,  (among 
others,}  or  any  person  in  whose  immediate  or  individual 
behalf  any  action  may  he  brought  or  defended,  being 
called  as  a  witness  "  on  behalf  of  any  party.**  It  was 
urged  that  this  enactment  was  at  variance  with  the  9th 
section  of  the  5th  William  lY.,  chapter  1,  and  there- 
fore it  must  be  treated  as  having  virtually  repealed  it. 

I  fail  to  perceive  any  such  consequence,  for  it  ap- 
pears tome  both  enactments  may  stand  together,  and 
that  the  legislature  intended  they  sbould  stand  together. 
A  cogent  proof  of  the  intention  of  the  legislature  is  to  be 
found  in  the  fact  that  both  the  enactments  are  repeated 
in  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Upper  Canada,  and  a 
close  and  careful  consideration  of  the  language  used  in 
the  Evidence  Act,  to  my  apprehension,  shews  that  the 
two  enactments  are  not  in  reality  conflicting.  The 
Evidence  Act,  after  a  cause  which  would,  if  unqualified, 
render  every  person,  and  under  every  relation,  a  compe- 
tent witness,  in  spite  of  interest  and  crime,  is  limited 
and  qualified  by  a  special  provision,  by  which  no  party 
to  any  suit  or  proceeding  named  on  the  record,  or  on 
whose  immediate  or  individual  behalf  any  action  is 
brought  or  defended,  is  rendered  competent  or  permit- 
ted "  to  be  called  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  euch  party ^** 
or  in  other  words  in  his  own  behalf.  The  9th  section 
of  the  5th  William  IV.  did  not  enable  a  party  to  give 
evidence  for  himself,  it  simply  prescribed  the  right 
which  (as  the  law  stood  when  it  was  passed)  every  party 
had  of  proving  his  defence  by  the  testimony  of  any 
person  whose  rights  would  not  have  been  affected  by  a 
verdict  upon  the  issue,  in  regard  to  which'his  testimony 
is  given.  And  the  third  section  of  the  Evidence  Act 
simply  retained,  as  to  the  parties  excepted,  the  rule  of 
law  theretofore  prevailing,  and  which,  but  for  this  ex- 
ception of  particular  parties,  would  have  been  wholly 
rescinded  by  the  first  section.     This  first  section  does 
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not  restrict  the  9th  section  of  the  5th  William  lY.;  on 
the  contrary,  it  goes  beyond  it,  and  I  confess  I  do  not 
see  on  what  ground  the  third  section,  which  is  ex- 
pressed as  a  limitation  of  the  effect  of  the  first,  should 
be  construed  to  be  a  virtual  or  implied  repeal  of  the 
9th  section  of  the  6th  William  IV. 

It  is  not,  as  already  observed,  denied  that  if  tbe 
plaintiffs  had  sued  these  two  defendants  in  seperate 
actions,  and  each  defendant  had  pleaded  the  same  pleas 
as  now,  each  might  have  been  a  witness  for  the  other. 
I  venture  to  affirm  that  by  the  statute  5th  William  IV., 
the  legislature  intended  to  reserve  the  same  defences, 
and  the  same  means  of  proving  them  as  each  defend- 
ant would  have  had  if  that  act  had  not  been  passed;  and 
it  appears  to  me  the  Evidence  Act  was  not  designed, 
nor  is  it  so  worded  as  to  create  any  real  obstacle  to  the 
former  act  being  construed  and  acted  upon  in  the  same 
manner  as  before  the  Evidence  Act  was  passed.  I 
think  that  a  defendant,  the  maker  of  a  promissory 
note,  who  is  called  as  a  witness  to  prove  the  plea  of  an 
indorser,  is  not  called  to  give  evidence  on  his  own  be- 
half, though  he  may  have  a  plea  on  the  same  record, 
raising  the  same  defence,  and  though  his  evidence,  if 
admissible  for  that  purpose,  would  prove  his  own  plea. 
In  such  a  case  the  jury  should  be  directed  what  plea 
his  evidence  is  applicable  to,  and  what  not.  There  can 
be  no  presumption  in  law  that  the  jury  will  disregard 
such  a  direction,  and  if,  unfortunately,  they  should  do 
so,  the  court  has  the  power  to  grant  a  new  trial  as  to 
that  defendant  in  whose  favour  a  verdict  has  been  im- 
properly rendered. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  reversed,  and 
that  the  rule  which  was  obtained  on  behalf  of  tbe  de- 
fendants should  be  made  absolute,  without  costs. 
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[Before  the  Hon.  John  Beverley  Robinson,  Chief  Justice  j 
the  Hon.  WiUiam  Hume  Blake,  Chancellor,  the  Hon, 
James  Buchanan  Macaviay,  C.  J.  C.  P.,  the  Hon. 
Mr.  Justice  McLean,  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Draper, 
the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Sullivan,*  the  Hon.  Vice- 
Chancellor  Esten,the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Bums, and  the 
Hon.  Vice-Chancellor  Spragge.] 

On  an  Appeal  from  the  Court  of  Qubbn's  Bench. 


Doe  DEM.  Henderson  v.  Westovbr. 

Held,  on  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  court  t)eIow,  that  the 
purchaser  from  the  government  of  a  clergy  reserve,  upon  which  he 
has  paid  an  instalment  of  his  purchase  money,  and  obtained  the 
usual  receipt  from  the  Crown  Lands  Department,  has  a  right  to 
obtain  possession  against  any  one  in  the  occupation,  and  that, 
although  the  occupant  may  have  subseouently  obtained  the  receipt 
of  the  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands;  the  Crown,  under  such 
circumstances,  being  bound  by  the  contract  made  by  the  depart- 
ment with  the  first  purchaser.  [Blake.  C.  Esten  and  Spragge, 
V.CC,  dissenting.] 

Statement. — This  was  an  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  brought  by  the  defen- 
dant in  the  action. 

The  facts  giving  rise  to  the  case,  as  also  the  grounds 
of  appeal,  are  distinctly  stated  in  the  judgment  de- 
livered by  his  Lordship,  the  Chancellor. 

Mr.  Baldvnn,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  S.  Richards  for  the 
appellants. 

Mr.  John  Hillya/rd  Cameron,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Gait, 
for  the  respondents. 

Robinson,  C.J. — I  continue  of  the  opinion  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  for  the  reasons  given 
by  me  in  the  court  below. 

Though  a  person  has  in  many  cases  difficulty  in 

*  Gave  no  judgment,  having  been  concerned  in  the  case  while  at 
the  bar. 

80  I   E.   &  A. 
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enforcing  a  right  against  the  Grown,  having  no  adequate 
remedy  that  he  can  pursue,  on  account  of  the  preroga- 
tive which  exempts  the  Crown  from  direct  responsibility 
to  the  legal  and  equitable  tribunals,  and  prevents  those 
measures  of  coercion  which  in  other  cases  are  necessary 
for  enforcing  rights,  yet  those  difficulties  do  not  apply, 
where  a  person  is  simply  standing  upon  a  right  wbich 
he  claims  to  have  acquired  from  the  Grown,  and  wl)ere 
he  wants  nothing  more  to  be  granted  or  done  by  the 
Crown.    The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  in  this  case,  I  look 
upon  as  in  effect  standing  in  that  situation,  as  regards 
any  question  that  this  case  may  give  rise  to,  directly  or 
indirectly,  as  between  him  and  the  Crown. 

He  may  urge  that  he  wants  nothing  more  to  be 
conferred  on  him  by  the  Crown,  and  is  only  in  fact 
defending  himself  against  an  assumed  right  of  the 
Crown  to  interpose  to  his  prejudice,  and  to  deprive  him 
of  the  right  acquired  by  his  contract  with  the  govern- 
ment, by  supporting  the  present  defendant,  in  keeping 
him  out  of  possession.  In  defending  himself  against 
the  Grown,  the  subject  is  under  no  disadvantage,  bat 
may  contest  the  alleged  right  or  claim  of  the  Grown  as 
fully  as  he  can  the  right  or  claim  of  a  fellow  subject. 

Here  the  Crown,  after  selling  to  Henderson  and 
taking  his  money,  gave  him  a  receipt,  to  which  the 
statute  gives  the  same  effect  as  a  patent ;  and  further, 
the  statute  provides  in  express  terms  that  the  vendee 
of  the  Crown,  on  making  his  payments,  shall  have  a 
right  to  receive  a  patent. 

This  vendee  has  made  no  default,  and  is  therefore 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  contract. 

If  Henderson  were  in  possession  the  Grown  could 
not  treat  him  as  an  intruder,  for  the  statute  gives  him 
a  right  to  the  possession.  And  if  the  Grown  could  not 
dispossess  him,  it  could  give  no  right  to  any  other  to 
turn  him  out,  or  hold  him  out  of  possession. 
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It  might  be  shewn,  if  the  fact  were  so,  that  the  sale 
to  Henderson  had  been  improvidently  made  ;  or  that 
he  had  obtained  the  purchase  by  fraud,  in  which  case, 
even  if  he  had  got  his  patent,  he  might  be  made  to  lose 
all  benefit  of  it.  But  nothing  of  that  kind  is  shewn 
here ;  on  the  contrary,  if  the  Crown,  after  selling  to 
Henderson,  had  sold  to  Westover,  and  had  taken  his 
money  and  given  him  a  patent,  without  other  ground 
than  has  been  shewn  for  attempting  to  rescind  the  sale 
to  Hen(ier«on,  that  patent  would  be  subject  to  be  repeal- 
ed, as  having  improvidently  issued,  and  might  be  held 
void  even  in  a  court  of  law,  (though  not  repealed)  if  the 
facts,  as  they  existed,  appeared  on  the  face  of  it. 

The  argument  on  defendant's  side  goes,  and  must 
go,  the  length  of  maintaining,  that  after  selling  to  A.^ 
and  being  paid  in  full,  and  though  A.  has  made  im- 
provements to  greater  value  than  the  land,  the  Grown 
can  (if  they  will)  sell  to  B.,  and  if  they  do,  that  B.  has 
the  right  to  possession  and  not  A.,  and  that  if  he  is  in 
possession,  or  gets  into  possession,  A.  cannot  eject  him, 
because  -B.,  being  supported  by  the  Crown,  A.,  though 
he  derives  his  right  under  a  prior  purchase  from  the 
Grown,  cannot  treat  him  as  a  wrongful  possessor.     I 
cannot  accede  to  this.     If  Henderson,  when  he  got  his 
receipt,  had  gone  to  the  land  and  found  this  defendant 
in  possession,  of  whom,  or  of  any  claim  of  his  he  had 
never  before  heard,  and  if  on  inquiring  of  him  by  what 
right  he  was  there,  the  latter  had  told  him  that  he  had 
no  right,  that  he  had  meant  to  purchase,  or  thought  of 
purchasing,  but  had  taken  no  steps,  and  had  entered 
into  no  contract,  and  had  therefore  nothing  to  shew, 
could  not  Henderson  have  rightly  told  him  that  he  was 
a  trespasser  and  wrongful  possessor,  and  must  give  up 
the  land  ?    I  think  so.     Then,  if  he  could,  I  conclude 
that  the  Grown  had  not  a  discretion  to  change  the 
state  of  things  by  electing,  as  an  act  of  indulgence  or 
liberality,  to  set  aside  their  first  contract  and  allow 
the  defendant  to  purchase,  and  thus  make  his  posses- 
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sion  rightful,  which  was  before  wrongful  in  respect  to 
Henderson. 

It  may  have  been  unwise  for  the  Crown  to  have  dis- 
abled itself,  by  concurring  in  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  from  exercising  a  free  choice  to  the  last  mo- 
ment in  making  patents  of  their  lands,  in  order  that 
they  might  have  reserved  a  perfect  control  over  all 
pledges  and  promises,  up  to  the  moment  of  affixing  the 
great  seal ;  but  I  do  not  think  the  statute  reserves  that 
power  in  the  case  of  sales,  nor  that  it  meant  to  do  so. 
And  when  the  Grown  does  resolve  to  sell  its  lands,  its 
contracts  ought  to  be  binding  upon  it,  in  the  absence 
of  deceit  or  fraud  of  any  kind  ;  for  it  is  a  maxim  that 
where  the  Crown  receives  a  valuable  consideration  for 
its  grant,  there  the  effect  of  the  patent  shall  always, 
for  the  honor  of  the  Crown,  be  allowed  most  strongly 
in  favor  of  the  grantee.  In  case  of  gratuitous  grants 
the  rule  is  otherwise. 

This  is  all  independent  of  the  facts,  which  strengthen 
this  plaintiff's  case ;  that  the  land  in  question  was  a 
Clergy  reserve,  directed  by  a  statute  to  be  sold  under 
certain  regulations,  established  by  authority  of  the  act, 
according  to  which  regulations,  persons  in  the  situation 
in  which  this  defen4ant  is  shewn  to  have  been,  have  no 
claim  to  any  pre-emptive  right,  but  expressly  otherwise. 

Whatever  doubt  I  might  have  had  in  this  case,  would 
of  course  have  been  increased,  if  our  judgment  had  ap- 
peared in  conflict  with  the  opinions  of  the  court  in 
Boulton  V.  Jeffrey^  (a)  in  appeal  from  the  Court  of 
Chancery  in  this  province.  But  there  is  no  such  incon- 
sistency. It  is  the  effect  of  the  statute  in  this  case  which 
makes  the  difference,  with  the  fact  that  there  the  patent 
had  actually  issued,  and  the  court  were  desired  to  decree 
that  the  patentee  held  his  land  in  trust  for  another 
person,  against  whose  right  to  a  grant  the  Crown  had 
determined ;  in  other  words,  to  substitute  the  declaration 

(a)  Ante  p.  3. 
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of  a  trust  by  decree  of  this  court  for  the  ordinary  and 
proper  remedy  by  Scire  Facia8,to  repeal  the  patent  if  it 
had  improvidently  issued,  a  proceeding  which  would 
have  found  no  sanction  in  any  statute  of  this  province, 
or  in  any  course  hitherto  taken  in  equity,  that  I  am 
aware  of.  Jeffrey  was  not  the  prior  purchaser  of  the  fee 
from  the  Grown  as  Henderson  is  in  this  case,  holding 
the  receipt  for  payment  of  purchase  money.  That  case 
was  attempted  to  be  supported  on  the  principle,  that 
wherever  it  could  be  shewn  that  another  person  had  a 
better  claim  to  expect  a  grant  than  the  person  who  has 
received  it,  the  patentee  in  whose  favor  the  Grown  has 
decided,  may  be  held  to  be  a  trustee  for  the  person 
whose  claim  the  Grown  rejected,  a  principle  which  could 
not  be  conceded. 

In  Boulton  v.  Jeffrey  the  judgment  of  the  court 

supported  the  title  of  the  first  purchaser  from  the 

Grown,  or  rather  of  his  assignee,  who  had  actually 

obtained  his  patent ;  and  the  court  refused  to  treat  the 

patentee  as  holding  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  another 

party,  against  whose  claim  to  a  patent  the  government 

had  deUberately  decided.     Besides,  the  case  now  before 

us  turns  wholly  on  the  effect  of  a  clause  in  the  Land 

Sale  Act,  which  act  was  not,  and  could  not  be  in 

question  in  Boulton  v.  Jeffrey^  not  being  then  applicable 

to  Glergy  Beserves,  (a)  nor  until  the  legislature,  many 

years  afterwards,  passed  an  act,  12  Victoria,  chapter  81, 

for  that  purpose. 

* 
Blake,  G. — The  premises  in  question  in  this  cause 

are  vested  in  her  Majesty,  in  fee  simple,  in  right  of 

her  crown. 

The  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  entered  into  a  parol 
agreement  for  the  purchase  of  this  property  with  the 
Grown  Land  Agent  for  the  then  Western  District,on  the 
7th  of  December,  1846,  when  he  paid  the  first  instal- 

(a)  See  Doe  dem.  Weinsenberger  v.  McGlennon,  5  U.  C.  Q.B.  138. 
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ment  of  the  purchase  money,  and  obtained  a  receipt, 
which  is  admitted  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  18th  section  of  the  statute  4th  &  5th  Yictoria,  ch. 
100. 

On  the  7th  of  December,  1847,  a  second  instahnent 
of  the  purchase  money  was  paid,  and  a  similar  receipt 
obtained. 

These  receipts  constituted  the  title  of  the  lessor  of 
the  plaintiff. 

On  the  other  hand  it  was  proved,  that,  subsequent  to 
the  sale  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  bad 
.  petitioned  the  executive  government  to  be  permitted  to 
purchase  the  property  in  question,  upon  the  ground  of 
prior  occupation  and  improvements.  That  on  the  2nd 
of  April,  1849,  his  Excellency  the  Governor-General 
in  council  was  pleased  to  order  that  the  defendant 
should  be  permitted  to  purchase  the  property  in  ques- 
tion, if  he  should  so  elect,  in  which  event  the  money 
paid  by  Henderson  should  be  returned,  and  the  sale  to 
him  cancelled ;  that,  in  December,  1849,  the  defendant, 
in  pursuance  of  the  aforesaid  order  in  council,  became 
the  purchaser,  paid  two  instalments  of  the  purchase 
money,  and  obtained  a  receipt  from  the  district  agent 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute ;  that 
this  action  was  commenced  in  July,  1850,  when,  upon 
the  petition  of  the  defendant,  his  Excellency  the 
Governor-General,  in  council,  was  pleased  to  order  her 
Majesty's  Attorney-General  for  Upper  Canada,  to  take 
proceeding  to  resist  the  action  ;  and  that,  under  such 
order,  the  Attorney-General  appeared  and  defended  the 
action. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  defendant  under  the 
direction  of  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause, with 
permission  to  the  plaintiff,  however,  to  move  that  a 
verdict  should  be  entered  for  him  if  the  court  should 
consider  him  entitled  to  recover. 
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In  pursuance  of  the  leave  reserved,  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  upon  motion,  ordered  that  the  verdict 
should  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  case  comes 
before  this  court  on  appeal  from  that  order. 

Upon  the  best  consideration  I  have  been  able  to  give 
this  subject,  I  am  of  opinion  with  the  learned  judge 
who  tried  this  cause,  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  recover,  and  that  the  order  appealed  from  should 
therefore  be  reversed. 

Prior  to  the  statutes  under  which  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  makes  title,  such  a  proceeding,  either  against 
the  Grown  or  its  vendee,  must  have  been,  of  course, 
unsuccessful.  An  ejectment  against  the  Grown  must 
have  failed  for  various  reasons  too  obvious  to  require 
mention,  but  amongst  them  for  this  reason,  to  which 
it  is  material  to  advert,  that  the  title  of  the  Grown 
could  not  have  been  tried  in  an  action  of  ejectment. 
It  was,  and  I  presume  is,  an  undoubted  prerogative  of 
the  Queen,  that  no  action  will  lie  against  her.  She  is 
the  fountain  of  justice.  All  judicial  writs  are  in  her 
name.  But,  as  it  is  expressed  by  Mr.  Justice  Blackstoney 
who  shall  command  the  Queen  ?  {a)  It  is  repugnant  to 
reason  that  the  Queen  should  command  herself ;  and  to 
the  fundamental  principles  of  the  constitution,  that  she 
should  be  commanded  by  her  own  courts,  if,  therefore, 
an  action  of  ejectment  had  been  brought  involving  the 
Queen's  title,  the  Gourt  of  Queen's  Bench,  1  presume, 
would  have  refused  to  permit  such 'action  to  be  tried. 

Cawthome  v.  Campbell  (b)  is  a  leading  authority  upon 
this  subject.  In  the  learned  judgment  delivered  by 
Lord  Ghief  Baron  Eyre  in  that  case,  I  find  this  passage : 
"There  is  only  one  other  case  which  I  shall  have  occa- 
sion particularly  to  mention,  and  that 'I  can  hardly 
class  immediately  under  any  of  these  heads ;  but  it 

(a)  3  Black.  Com.  355 ;  Com.  Dig.  Perog.,  D.  70,  action  c.  z. 
{b)  1  Anst.  215. 
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would  rather  seem  to  belong  to  that  class  of  proceedings 
where  the  court  acts  by  injunction  without  removing 
the  action ;  that  was  on  the  10th  of  February,  1710,  an 
ejectment  brought  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  ;  and 
it  was,  as  to  part  of  it  at  least,  for  lands  which  were 
part  of  the  Queen's  estate.  There  was  an  application 
to  this  court  to  stay  the  proceedings,  and  the  parties 
were  heard  upon  it.  The  Attorney-General  attended, 
and  after  the  bearing  it  was  put  off  a  day  or  two ;  at 
length  the  entry  is  that  an  injunction  issued  from 
Domina  Regina.  So  that  the  action  was  not  removed, 
but  simply  an  injunction  went  to  stay  proceedings.  And 
I  think  I  can  see  why  that  was,  if  the  action  had  been 
removed  the  question  could  not  have  been  tried,  even  in 
the  Office  of  Pleas,  because  you  cannot  try  the  (^en's 
title  in  an  ejectment.  The  Queen  was  in  possession,  her 
hands  must  be  removed  by  some  other  course  of  pro- 
ceeding than  an  ejectment ;  and  therefore  it  was  fndt- 
less  to  think  of  removing  it,  and  it  remained  under  an 
injunction.  It  may  be  said  that  it  might  be  as  well  left 
to  the  King's  Bench  to  determine  thut  they  could  not 
recover  the  Queen's  land  in  ejectment.  To  be  sure  they 
might  if  the  prerogative  of  the  King  had  not  been, 
that  the  King  had  a  right  to  prevent  that  question 
being  discussed  there,  and  to  have  it  discussed  here,  and 
that  is  what  was  done,  (a) 

In  a  recent  case  of  trespass,  quare  clausum  fregit, 
the  defendant  pleaded  that  her  Majesty  was  seized  in 
fee,  in  right  of  her  Crown,  of  the  forest  of  Waltham, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  having  wrongfully  enclosed  a 
portion  of  the  forest,  the  defendant,  as  the  servant  of 
her  Majesty,  and  by  her  command,  entered  and  pulled 
down  the  fences.  This  action  was  brought  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  and  the  Attorney- General,  upon  his 
simple  allegation  that  the  profit  of  the  Crown  came  in 
question,  without  any  affidavit,  applied  to  have  the  cause 
removed   into  the  Exchequer.     In   delivering  judg- 

(a)  Attorney-General  v.  Hallett,  15  M.  &.  W.  97. 
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ment  upon  that  motion  the  Chief  Baron  observed: 
"  The  action  of  ejectment  is,  prima  facie,  an  a<;tion 
merely  between  subject  and  subject,  and  relates  to  land, 
yet  the  prerogative  of  the  Crown  applies  to  that ;  and 
if  the  interest  of  the  Crown  is  concerned,  an  action  of 
ejectment  may  be  removed  into  this  court.  It  may  be 
said,  however,  that  does  not  amount  to  an  authority, 
because  the  action  does  not  go  on ;  the  reason  of  that  is^ 
ihtt  in  this  court  an  action  of  ejectment  mU  not  lie 
against  the  Crown.  The  party  must  proceed  by  a  peti- 
tion of  right.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  we  remove  it, 
although  we  thereby  actually  extinguish  the  action.** 
In  the  same  case  Baron  Piatt  says,  ''It  has  been  said 
that  in  cases  of  ejectment  the  Crown  has  not  been 
allowed  to  carry  on  the  proceedings  in  this  court.  Is 
there  not  a  very  plain  answer  to  that,  viz.,  that  it  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  Crown  not  to  be  sued  by  writ  ?  and 
it  would  be  one  of  the  most  absurd  proceedings  in  the 
world  for  the  Crown  to  command  itself.  It  is  the 
prerogative  of  the  Crown  not  to  be  sued  by  writ ;  and 
therefore  another  proceeding  is  adopted,  called  a 
petition  of  right,  upon  which,  if  it  is  successful,  the 
direction  of  the  Crown  is  *  that  right  be  done.'  " 

It  is  perfectly  obvious,  therefore,  that  prior  to  the 
statutes  in  question,  the  only  mode  of  enforcing  such  a 
contract  against  the  Crown — if  capable  of  beingenforced 
at  all — would  have  been  by  petition  of  right.  It  seems 
more  than  doubtful  that  damages  could  be  recovered 
against  the  Crown  in  such  a  mode  of  procedure.  In  the 
Baron  de  Bode's  (a)  case  it  was  argued,  with  great 
ability,  upon  a  careful  review  of  all  the  authorities,  that 
a  petition  of  right  was  not  maintainable  for  the  recovery 
of  a  sum  of  money  claimed  either  as  a  debt  or  by  way  of 
damages.  The  point,  however,  was  not  decided.  And 
in  Viscount  Canterbury  v.  The  Attorney-General,  (6) 
where  the  attempt  was  made  to  recover  damages  for 
a  wrongful  act  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  the 

(a)  8  Q.  B.  208.  (6J~i  Phil.  325. 
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servants  of  the  Crown,  Lord  Lyndhurst  pronounced 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  Crown  upon  demurrer  to  the 
petition.  In  the  course  of  the  judgment  his  lordship 
observed,  "  No  industry  has  been  wanting  on  the  part 
of  the  petitioner.  The  year  books,  with  the  abridg- 
ments of  Fitzherbert  and  Brooke,  and  other  authorities, 
have  been  carefully  searched,  and  no  case  has  been 
found  to  warrant  this  proceeding.  The  decisions  go 
back  several  hundred  years,  and  in  the  absence  of  all 
precedent  during  so  long  a  period,  I  think  I  should  not 
be  justified  in  deciding,  for  the  first  time,  that  such  a 
proceeding  can  be  maintained." 

But  however  that  question  may  be  finally  settled,  it 
is  not  to  be  doubted,  I  think,  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
means  of  enforcing  specific  performance  against  the 
Crown.  In  Viners  Abridgment,  Tit.  Prerog.  (M.  6. 7) 
1,  (a)  it  is  laid  down,  ''That  nothing  shall  pass  from 
the  Crown  but  by  matter  of  record  ; "  but  if  a  decree 
for  specific  performance  could  be  pronounced  upon  the 
receipts  which  constitute  the  plaintiff  ^s  title  in  this 
case,  the  whole  beneficial  interest  would  have  passed 
in  fact  without  any  record.  Moreover,  proceedings  to 
enforce  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreement  for 
the  sale  of  land  presuppose  a  power  to  compel  that 
which  is  the  object  and  end  of  such  proceedings, 
namely,  the  execution  of  a  conveyance ;  but  no  such 
power  any  where  exists.  In  Hodge  v.  The  Attorney- 
General,  (6)  Baron  Alderson  said,  "  Here  the  legal 
estate  is  vested  in  the  Crown  ;  and  I  do  not  know  any 
process  by  which  this  court  can  compel  the  Crown  to 
convey  the  legal  estate.'* 

Then,  if  no  interest  would  have  passed  from  the 
Crown,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case, 
irrespective  of  the  recent  statutes  ;  if  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  would  have  had  no  means  of  enforcing  specific 
performance  against  the  Crown,  it  follows,  I  think,  that 

{a)  See  also  Nurse  v.  Lord  Seymour,  13  Beav.  254. 
(b)  3  Y.  &  C.  346. 
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bat  for  those  statntes,  it  would  have  been  competent  for 
the  Crown  to  have  conveyed  the  premises  in  question  to 
any  other  purchaser  at  its  pleasure.  And  if,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  that  right,  with  a  full  knowledgeof  all  the  circum- 
stances, the  Crown  had  deliberately  chosen  to  issue  its 
letters  patent  to  such  purchaser,  there  is  no  principle, 
as  it  seems  tome,  upon  which  they  could  have  been  can- 
celled. To  have  declared  such  letters  patent  void,  for 
personal  wrong  in  the  Crown,  would  have  been  impos- 
sible, because  negligence  or  misconduct,  and  a  fortiori 
fraud,  cannot  be  imputed  to  the  Crown,  and,  if  they 
occur  in  fact,  the  law  affords  no  remedy ;  (a)  and  upon 
the  hypothesis,  neither  fraud  nor  concealment  being 
imputable  to  the  purchaser,  the  conveyance,  as  a  neces- 
sary consequence,  would  have  been  perfectly  valid. 

Upon  the  argument  of  this  appeal  the  state  of  the  law 
prior  to  the  recent  statutes  was  not  discussed,  probably 
because  it  was  considered  too  clear  for  argument ;  and 
no  case  was  cited.  Under  such  circumstances  it  would 
have  been  suflScient,  perhaps,  had  I  merely  cited  the 
case  of  BouUon  v.  Jeffrey y  in  appeal,  which  clearly  as- 
serts, I  think,  all  the  propositions  I  desire  to  establish. 
The  bill  in  that  case  was  filed  in  1889,  prior,  there- 
fore, to  the  statute  4th  &  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100. 
Each  party  was  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration 
from  the  Crown.  The  plaintiff,  in  the  court  below,  had 
petitioned  the  executive  government  for  leave  to  pur- 
chase. The  government,  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
adverse  claim,  had  granted  such  permission.  A  con- 
tract had  been  signed  by  the  Commissioner  of  Crown 
Lands,  under  which  the  plaintiff  had  paid  the  entire 
purchase  money ;  but,  notwithstanding,  letters  patent 
had  been  issued  to  the  defendant.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  plaintiff  filed  his  bill,  charging  upon 
the  defendant  fraud,  actual  and  constructive,  and  pray- 
ing, amongst  other  things,  a  declaration  that  the  de- 

(a)  Viscouat  Canterbury  v.  Attomey-Generai,  2  Phil.  221. 
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fendant  bad  become,  under  tbe  circumstances,  a  trustee 
for  tbe  plaintiff.  In  delivering  the  judgment  of  this 
court  His  Lordship  the  Chief  Justice  observed,  '*  It  is, 
so  far  as  we  know,  quite  a  novel  attempt  that  is  made 
by  this  bill,  to  establish  that  the  grantee  of  theCrown, 
holding  under  letters  patent,  may  be  declared  by  a 
court  of  equity  to  be  but  a  trustee  for  another  person, 
whom  they  may  invest  by  the  decree  with  the  beneficial 
ownership  of  the  estate,  by  reason  of  an  equity  which 
they  may  consider  to  have  been  acquired  while  the 
land  was  yet  vested  in  the  Grown,  and  this  when  the 
grantee  of  the  Grown  is  tiot  charged  with  having  done 
or  intended  any  thing  wrong  in  obtaining  the  grant, 
but  is  admitted  to  have  merely  urged  his  claim  to  a 
patent  on  the  footing  of  right,  and  when  the  govern- 
ment, exercising  its  judgment  and  discretion  of  fuU 
Knowledge  of  aU  the  circumstances,  deliberately  directed 
the  patent  to  issue  to  the  appellant ;  thu^  disallowing  the 
claim  to  a  grant  which  had  been  advanced  by  the  other 
party  ;  in  other  words,  that  a  court  of  equity,  may, 
upon  its  view  of  the  claims  of  the  parties  on  which 
the  Crown  has  decided,  overrule  the  act  of  the  Crown, 
and  defeat  the  title  of  the  patentee,  either  partially,  as 
in  this  case,  or  wholly,  as  might  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple be  done  in  other  cases.*'  And  again,  "  we  agreed 
however  with  the  argument  of  Mr.  Esten,  that  even 
if  it  could  be  charged  that  the  patent  had  issued  im- 
providently,  or  that  the  Grown  had  been  in  any  man- 
ner misled,  the  consequence  of  that  could  in  general 
only  be,  that  upon  a  proper  proceeding  by  the  Crown, 
at  the  instance  (it  might  be)  of  the  person  shewing 
himself  to  be  prejudiced  by  it,  the  grant  should  be 
repealed,  and  thus  the  land  would  be  again  vested  in 
the  Crown,  which  unquestionably  must  be  allowed  to 
exercise  its  will  in  disposing  of  its  property.  There 
would  even  then  be  no  obligation  upon  the  Crown  to  issue 
letters  patent  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  ca^e  ;  an  obligation 
however,  which  the  decree  in  effect  imposes,  and  by 
anticipation    enforces,   by   transferring    the    owner- 
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-ship  to  a  person  to  whom  the  crown  had  expressly 
declined  to  grant  the  land." 

I  shall  have  occasion  to  refer  to  this  case  again :  but 
I  may  remark  here,  that  the  reasoning  throughout  the 
judgment,  as  I  apprehend  it,  is  quite  irreconcilable  with 
the  notion  of  a  right  to  enforce  specific  performance 
against  the  Grown.  Several  of  its  propositions  are 
quite  inconsistent  with  such  a  right.  Had  it  existed,  it 
would  not  have  been  true"^Aa*  the  Crown  mvst  unquLes- 
tionably  be  allowed  to  exercise  its  will  in  disposing  of  its 
property,''  because  their  would  have  been,  then,  "an  06- 
ligation  upon  .the  Crown  to  issue  letters  patent**  to  the 
party  entitled  to  specific  performance.  And,  under 
such  circumstances,  the  patentee,  with  notice  of  a  prior 
contract,  would,  upon  the  ordinary  equity,  have  been  a 
trustee  for  the  first  purchaser ;  all  of  which  I  take  to  be 
clearly  negatived  by  this  judgment. 

The  same  doctrine  is  implied,  I  think,  in  his  Lord- 
ship's judgment  in  the  present  case,  when  he  remarks, 
"  The  statutes  have,  to  a  considerable  extent,  interfered 
idth  the  control  which  might  always  have  been  exercised 
before,  so  long  as  the  parent  had  not  been  granted.*' 

Turning,  then,  to  the  statutes,  the  18th  sections  of 
the  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,  upon  which 
the  question  turns,  after  regulating  the  form  of  receipts 
to  be  given  to  the  purchasers  of  crown  lands,  providing 
"that  such  receipts  shall  bear  date  on  the  day  on  which 
it  is  actually  signed,  and  shall  authorize  the  purchaser 
to  take  immediate  possession  of  the  lot  so  sold,  and  to 
maintain  actions  or  suits  in  law  or  equity,  against  any 
wroTtgful  possessor  or  trespasser  on  such  land,  as  fully 
and  effectually  as  if  the  patent  deed  had  issued  on  the 
day  of  the  date  of  such  receipt."  The  corresponding 
passage  in  the  17th  section  of  the  previous  act,  7th  Wm. 
IV.,  chapter  118,  differs  in  this,  that  it  enables  the 
purchaser  to  maintain  actions  of  ejectment  or  for 
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trespass  against  any  wrongful  possessor  or  trespasser." 
It  is  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the 
receipt  famished  here  by  the  district  agent,  in  pursa- 
ance  of  the  above  clause,  entitles  him  to  maintain  eject- 
ment against  the  Grown,  or  any  party  in  possession 
for  or  under  the  Crown,  not  holding  a  prior  receipt. 

Now,  reading  this  clause  by  itself,  without  reference 
to  the  general  object  and  purview  of  the  statutes,  I  am 
wholly  unable  to  reconcile  the  construction  contended 
for  with  the  express  language  of  the  legislature.  Assur- 
edly the  right  to  maintain  actions  of  ejectment  and  tres- 
pass against  ** wrongful  possessors  and  trespassers" 
is  something  substantially  different  from  a  right  to 
maintain  such  actions  against  the  owner  of  the  freehold. 
Such  rights  of  action  are  familiar  in  our  law.  Bare 
possession,  ordinarily  speaking,  oftentimes  wrongful 
possession,  is  sufficient  to  maintain  trespass  against  a 
wrong-doer,  (a)  Even  an  intruder  upon  the  Crown 
may,  it  would  seem,  maintain  trespass  against  a  wrong- 
doer, (b)  This  clause,  therefore,  in  authorizing  such 
actions  against  '^  wrongful  possessors  and  trespassers^'* 
so  far  from  warranting,  appears  to  me  very  clearly  to 
negative,  any  such  right  against  the  Crown.  That 
such  right  of  action  should  have  been  vested  in 
purchasers  of  crown  lands  against  wrong>doers  was 
highly  reasonable  and  expedient;  but  that  they  should 
have  been  armed  with  such  power  against  the  Crown, 
and  that,  too,  upon  payment  of  a  single  instalment, 
seems  to  me  so  highly  unreasonable,  that  nothing  short 
of  the  most  express  language  would  warrant  us  in 
concluding  such  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
legislature.  But  the  clause  in  question  not  only 
admits  the  construction  contended  for  by  the  defen- 
dant, but  admits  it,  as  it  seems  to  me,  much  more 
naturally  than  that  suggested  on  the  other  side. 

It  is  an  established  rule,  I  apprehend,  in  the  construo- 

(a)  Chambers  v.  Donaldson,  ii  East.  65. 
(h)  Harper  v.  Charlesworth.  4  B.  &  C.  574. 
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tion  of  statutes,  that  a  "  power  derogatory  to  private 
property  mast  be  construed  strictly,  and  not  enlarged 
by  intendment,  (a)  Now,apart  altogether  from  preroga- 
tive, viewed  as  a  question  between  subject  and  subject, 
it  is  not  to  be  doubted  that  the  construction  placed  upon 
these  statutes  derogates,  in  a  most  material  manner, 
from  the  rights  of  private  property.  A  contract  like 
the  present,  between  subject  and  subject,  would  not 
confer  upon  the  vendee  any  right  to  maintain  ejectment 
against  his  vendor.  The  latter  would  be  entitled, 
unquestionably,  to  retain  possession  until  the  execution 
of  the  conveyance;  and,  should  the  contract  provide  for 
the  interium  possession  of  the  vendee,  any  breach  on  his 
part  would,  as  a  general  rule,  revive  the  legal  right  of 
the  vendor,  and  entitle  him  to  maintain  ejectment  with- 
out notice.  (6)  But,  upon  the  construction  contended 
for,  the  production  of  a  bare  receipt  would  entitle  a 
vendee  to  recover  possession  against  the  party  having 
the  legal  estate,  and  that  in  a  court  of  law  where,  of 
courtte,  the  equitable  title  of  the  plaintiff  can  neither  be 
inquired  into  nor  determined.  Thus  the  equitable  title 
would  be  permitted  to  prevail  at  law,  while  it  ;70uld, 
perhaps,  wholly  fail  in  the  proper  tribunal. 

But  this  construction  becomes  still  more  objectionable 
when  we  consider  the  statute  in  question  as  affecting  the 
rights  of  the  Grown.  In  Magdalene  College  case  it 
was  resolved  ''that  where  the  King  has  any  prerogative^ 
estate,  right,  title,  or  interest,  by  the  general  words  of  an 
act,  he  shall  not  be  barred  of  them.  The  King  has  a 
prerogative,  qwd  nullum  tempus  occurrit  Regi,  and, 
therefore,  the  general  acts  of  limitation,  or  of  plenarty 
should  not  extend  to  him ;  so  the  King,  by  his  preroga- 
tive, may  sue  in  what  court  he  pleases,  and  of  this 
prerogative  he  is  not  barred  by  the  general  provision  of 
the  act  of  Magna  Charta,  cap.  11  et  sic  de  coeteris^  (c) 

(a)  Loflt.  438. 

(b)  Doe  Tomes  v.  Cbamberlaio,  5  M.  <t  W.  14 ;  Winterbottom  ▼. 
Ingham,  7  Q.  B.  611. 

(c)  II  Co.  75a. 
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Now  if,  prior  to  these  statutes,  the  title  of  the  Crown 
could  not  have  been  tried  in  an.action  of  ejectment,  but 
only  by  petition  of  right ;  if  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  like  the  present  could  not  have  been  enforced 
against  the  Grown,  and  if,  as  a  necessary  consequence, 
the  Grown  must  have  been  allowed  to  exercise  its  will 
in  the  disposal  of  its  property,  notwithstanding  such 
contract;  if  letters  patent,  issued  to  a  second  purchaser, 
with  a  full  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  Grown  of  all 
the  circumstances,  would  have  been  valid  and  effectual ; 
then  it  seems  to  me,  with  great  deference,  that  the 
construction  placed  upon  the  clause  does  in  fact  bar 
the  prerogative,  estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
Crown,  not  under  the  general  words  of  an  act  of  parlia- 
ment merely,  but  contrary  to  their  natural  signification. 

Upon  the  argument,  indeed,  it  was  not  contended 
broadly  that  the  plaintiff  could  have  succeeded  either 
against  the  Grown,  or  against  a  party  in  possession 
under  letters  patent.    But  that  seems  to  me  to  be  the 
necessary  conclusion  from  the  premises.  If  the  Crown  be 
bound  by  the  contract,  then,  no  doubt,  means  must  exist 
of  enforcing  it ;  and,  if  a  second  contract  of  sale  would 
be  void,  the  patent  issued  in  pursuance  of  that  contract 
would  be  also  void,  and  consequently  ineffectual,against 
the  possessory  right  conferred  by  the  statute.     This 
consequence,  however,  was  not  admitted,  but  it  was 
argued  that  the  plaintiff  must  recover  here,  at  all  events 
inasmuch  as  no  interest  can  pass  from  the  Grown  except 
by  matter  of  record,  and  as  the  defendant  does  not 
claim  by  matter  of  record,  he  must  consequently  be 
regarded  as  a  wrong-doer.     But  if  the  Grown  be  not 
bound  by  the  contract,  and  had,  consequently,  a  right 
to  re-sell ;  or  if  whether  bound  by  the  contract  or  not, 
the  Grown  be  entitled  to  retain  possession  until  the 
issue  of  letters  patent ;  then  the  possession  of  the  Crown 
during  that  period  must  be,  of  course,  rightful,  and  if 
the  possession  of  the  Grown  be  rightful,  then  those  in  by 
permission,  and  with  the  sanction  of  the  Grown,  can 
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not  be  "wrongful  possessors."  This  was  in  eflfect 
decided  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  Harper  v. 
Charlesworth,  (a)  It  was  contended  there,  as  here,  that 
no  interest  could  pass  from  the  Crown  except  by  matter 
of  record,  and  that  the  plaintiff  must,  therefore,  be  re- 
garded as  a  wrong-doer,  and  so  disentitled  to  maintain 
that  action.  In  answer  to  that  argument  Mr.  Justice 
Bayley,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court  ob- 
served, "  There  is  a  material  distinction  between  what 
is  essential  to  be  done  to  convey  a  title  from  the 
Crown,  so  as  to  take  away  its  right,  and  what  is  neces- 
sary to  be  done  to  confer  a  privilege,  so  as  to  prevent 
a  party  exercising  that  privilege  from  being  a  wrong- 
doer. A  title  to  Crown  land  can  only  be  acquired  by 
matter  of  record,  but  the  Crown  may,  by  parol,  confer 
privileges  so  as  to  take  away  from  itself  the  power  of 
treating  the  party  exercising  the  privilege  as  a  wrong- 
doer." Here  the  Crown,  asserting  title  to  the  prem- 
ises in  question,  placed  the  defendant  in  possession, 
and  when  this  ejectment  was  brought,  her  Majesty's 
Attorney-General  was  directed,  by  an  order  in  council, 
to  take  steps  to  resist  the  action.  The  defendant's 
possession,  therefore,  was  the  possession  of  the  Crown. 
Now,  prior  to  the  statutes  we  have  been  considering, 
the  title  of  the  Crown  could  not  have  been  tried  in  an 
action  of  ejectment,  and  as  there  is  nothing  in  them  to 
bar  her  Majesty's  prerogative,  this  action,  in  my 
opinion,  ought  not  to  have  been  tried;  but  being  tried, 
the  possession  of  the  defendant  was,  I  think,  the  pos- 
session of  the  Crown,  and  that  being  rightful,  the 
verdict  should  have  been  for  the  defendant. 

It  is  argued,  however,  that  the  Brd  section  of  the 
statute  12th  Victoria,  chapter  81,  negatives  by  impli- 
cation the  construction  contended  for  by  the  defendant. 
That  clause  provides, "  That  location  tickets,  or  licenses 
of  occupation  for  Crown  or  other  public  lands,  given  by 
the  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands,  &c.,  shall  also  bear 

(a)  4  B.  &  C.  590. 
81  I  E.  &  A. 
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date  on  the  day  on  which  they  are  actually  signed,  and 
shall  in  like  manner  authorize  the  nominees  thereof  to 
take  immediate  possession  of  the  lot  or  lots  therein 
described,  and  so  long  as  the  said  location  ticket  or 
license  of  occupation  be  not  revoked  by  an  order  in 
council,  to  maintain  suits  in  law  or  equity,  &c."  Upon 
this  clause  it  is  contended  that  as  the  legislature  was 
careful  to  secure  to  the  Crown  a  power  of  revocation,  in 
relation  to  location  tickets  and  licenses  of  occupation, 
but  did  not  reserve  it  in  relation  to  sales,  they  must 
be  considered  as  having  impliedly  negatived  such  a 
power  in  the  latter  case. 

If  it  be  true  that  the  '*  prerogative,  estate,  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  Grown  "  can  not  be  barred  by 
the  general  words  of  an  act  of  Parliament,  then  it 
follows  that  the  conclusion  attempted  to  be  drawn 
from  this  clause  can  not  be  maintained. 

But,  irrespective  of  that  consideration,  tbe  inference 
suggested  to  my  mind  by  this  clause  is  directly  opposite 
to  the  one  which  had  been  drawn  from  it.  Had  the 
legislature,  indeed,  reserved  to  the  Crown  a  right  of 
revocation  in  relation  to  location  tickets,  and  omitted 
to  make  such  reservation  in  relation  to  sales,  there 
would  have  been  strong  ground  for  the  argument.  But 
this  clause  does  not  in  fact  "reserve  to  the  Crown  a 
power  of  revocation."  It  speaks  of  such  a  power  as  a 
thing  known  and  admitted,  but  does  not  reserve  it. 

The  same  observation  arises  on  the  9th  clause  of 
the  same  statute,  which  not  only  presupposes  a  power 
of  resale  to  be  vested  in  the  Crown,  but  declares  it  to 
be  the  duty  of  the  Commissioner  of  Crown  Lands,  with 
the  sanction  of  his  Excellency  in  Council,  to  proceed 
to  a  re-sale  upon  default. 

The  29th  section  of  the  statute  4th  and  6th  Victorifli 
chapter  100,  appears  to  me  to  have  an  important  bearing 
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in  determining  the  true  construction  of  these  statutes. 
Had  the  legislature  intended  to  make  sales  conclusive 
as  against  the  Grown,  prior  to  the  issue  of  letters  patent, 
they  would  have  provided ;  I  think,  means  of  enforcing 
such  contracts ;  and  a  mode  of  cancelling  such  con- 
tracts, when  tainted  with  fraud,  would  have  been  also 
provided.  But  the,  clause  to  which  I  have  referred  gives 
no  jurisdiction  to  decree  the  issue  of  letters  patent.  It 
empowers  the  court,  indeed,  to  decree  letters  patent  is- 
sued **  through  fratid,  or  in  error  or  mistake,*'  to  be  void, 
and  provides  that  upon  the  registration  of  such  de- 
crees, such  letters  patent  shall  be  deemed  void  to  all 
intents  ;  but  the  Grown  would  be  thus  freed,  and  no 
power  >to  cancel  fraudulent  contracts  is  conferred. 

I  had  purposed,  in  conclusion,  to  have  adverted  to 
the  great  inconvenience  likely  to  result  from  the  con- 
struction adopted  by  the  court  of  Queen's  Bench,  but 
as  his  Lordship  the  Ghief  Justice  has  already  done 
that  in  Boulton  v.  Jeffrey,  in  language  much  more  for- 
cible and  just  than  any  which  I  could  select,  I  shall 
content  myself  with  citing  a  passage  from  the  judg- 
ment in  that  case. 

''  It  is  difiBcult  to  conceive  a  more  prolific  source  of 
litigation  than  would  be  opened  in  this  province,  if  the 
patentee  of  the  Grown  were  exposed  to  be  attacked 
upon  supposed  equities  acquired  by  other  parties  while 
the  estate  was  vested  in  the  Grown,  when  no  fraud, 
misrepresentation,  or  concealment,  is  imputed  to  the 
patentee,  and  when  the  Grown,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  grant,  had  exercised  its  discretion  on  a  view  of  all 
the  circumstances.  Just  such  a  patent  as  this  lies  at 
the  root  of  every  man's  title  ;  thousands  of  them  have 
been  issuing  annually  for  nearly  fifty  years.  It  is  im- 
possible to  tell  in  how  many  cases  there  may  have 
been  conflicting  pretensions  which  it  has  thrown  upon 
the  government  to  decide  upon  ;  in  some,  no  doubt,  it 
has  not  been  in  their  power  to  grant  to  either  one  or 
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more  contending  parties,  without  leaving  some  hard- 
ships to  be  borne  by  the  other ;  the  utmost  care  could 
not  have  avoided  this  in  the  infinite  number  of  such 
transactions.  The  mistakes  of  parties,  as  well  as  of  pub- 
lic officers,  and  misapprehensions  of  various  kinds, 
have  given  rise  to  opposing  claims,  which  called  for 
anxious  deliberation  in  the  executive  government,  and 
all  that  could  be  done  at  last  was  to  grant  to  the  party 
which  seemed  to  be  best  entitled.  Now  if  it  really  coM 
be  held  that  after  such  determination  of  the  government^ 
and  after  the  letters  patent  had  been  issued  by  their  order j 
the  very  party  whose  claims  had  been  considered  and 
overruled  by  them,  could  defeat  the  whole  effect  of  their 
grant,  by  obtaining  a  decree  in  Chancery  declaring  that 
the  patentee  of  the  Crown  held  only  in  trust  for  him;  it 
is  easy  to  conceive  the  infinite  vexation  this  wotdd  lead 
to,  and  the  anxiety  which  must  follow  J' 

Upon  all  these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  or- 
der appealed  from  should  be  reversed. 

Maoaulat,  C.  J.,  C.  P. — The  question  raised  is  a 
general  one ;  whether  it  is  competent  to  his  Excellency 
the  Governor-General,  in  Council,  to  cancel  or  rescind 
the  sale  of  clergy  lands,  as  a  matter  of  prerogative 
right,  or  executive  discretion,  without  any  reason,  or 
without  reasons  sufficient,  to  invalidate  it  in  law. 

It  depends  upon  the  construction  to  be  placed  on 
the  statute  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,  section 
18 ;  in  doing  which  it  is  said  to  be  a  useful  rule  to 
adhere  to  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  words  used,  and 
to  the  grammatical  construction. 

The  provincial  statute  7th  Wm.  IV.,  chapter  2,  sec- 
tion 2,  conferred  jurisdiction  on  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
"  to  decree  the  issue  of  letters  patent  from  ike  Crown  to 
rightful  claimants,'*  and  to  institute  proceedings  for  the 
repeal  of  letters  patent,  erroneously  or  improvidently 
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issued/'  and  by  statute  4th  and  6th  Victoria,  chapter 
100,  section  29,  **  In  all  cases  wherein  patents  for  lands 
have  or  shall  have  issued  through  fraud,  or  in  error, 
or  mistake,  to  decree  the  same  void." 

Statute  7th  Wm.  IV.,  chapter  118,  section  17,  after 
providing  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  to 
the  resident  agent,  and  that  upon  the  receipt  of  such 
purchase  money,  such  agent  should  give  a  receipt  for 
the  same,  &c.,  enacted  that  the  receipt  so  given  should 
authorize  the  purchaser  to  take  immediate  possession  of 
the  lot  so  sold,  and  to  maintain  actions  of  ejectment,  or 
for  trespass  against  any  wrongful  possessor  or  trespasser 
thereon,  in  his  own  name,  as  fully  and  effectually  as  if 
the  patent  deed  had  been  issued  to  such  purchaser ;  and 
section  26  of  this  act,  and  section  26  of  4th  and  6th 
Victoria,  chapter  100,  authorize  private  sales  of  public 
lands  to  lessees  or  occupants,  &c.,  who  would  be  liable 
to  injury  by  the  disposal  thereof  to  any  other  person  ; 
and  by  the  Imperial  Act  Srd  and  4th  Victoria,  chapter 
78,  the  sale  of  clergy  reserves  is  authorized. 

The  Provincial  Statute  12th  Victoria,  chapter  81,  sec- 
tion 2,  extended  the  4th  and  6th  Victoria,  chapter  100, 
section  18,  to  clergy  reserves.  That  section,  after  direct- 
ing the  payment  of  purchase  money  to  district  agents, 
enacted  that  such  agents,  upon  the  receipt  of  any  pur- 
chase moneys,  should  give  the  purchaser  a  receipt  for 
the  same,  specifying  therein  the  number  of  the  lot,  or 
the  land  purchased,  or  otherwise  sufficiently  describing 
the  same, ''  and  such  receipt  shall  bear  date  on  the  day 
on  whicli  it  is  actually  signed,  and  shall  authorize  the 
purchaser  to  take  immediate  possession  of  the  lot  to  be 
sold,  and  to  maintain  actions  and  suits  in  law  or  equity 
against  any  wrongful  possessor  or  trespasser  on  such 
land,  as  fully  and  effectually  as  if  the  patent  deed  had 
issued  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  such  receipt ; "  and  at 
the  end  of  this  section,  "  whether  such  receipt  be  for 
partial  payments,  or  in  full  payment  of  the  land." 
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The  12th  Victoria,  chapter  81,  section  8,  extends 
similar  provisions  to  location  tickets,  and  licenses  of 
occupation,  for  Crown  or  other  public  lands,  so  long  as 
the  same  be  not  revoked  by  an  order  in  Council. 

Section  7  authorizes  the  cancellation  of  erroneous 
patents  in  certain  cases,  where  there  is  no  adverse  claim. 

Sections  9, 10,  and  11,  provide  for  re-sales,  in  default 
of  payment  by  purchasers. 

Statute  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,  section 
14,  provides  for  ascertaining  the  price  of  lands ;  and 
sections  15  and  24  for  the  appointment  of  agents  for 
their  sale. 

Section  19  provides  for  the  issue  of  Letters  Patent 
upon  full  payment,  &c. 

14th  and  15th  Victoria,  chapter  56,  extended  the 
time  limited  by  12th  Victoria,  chapter  81,  section  8, 
and  made  further  provisions  on  the  subject. 

Harper  v.  Charlesworth,  (a)  decides  that  a  person 
who  occupies  under  a  parol  license  from  the  Crown  is 
not  an  intruder.  This  case  also  seems  to  shew  that  a 
legal  right  may  be  acquired  under  a  statute,  without 
patent  under  the  great  seal ;  and  I  would  imagine  the 
statute  here  imparts  a  legal  right  sufficient  to  support 
ejectment.     Doe  ex  dem.  Watt  v.  Morris^  (6) 

In  4  Bac.  Abr.  212,  it  is  said  that  when  the  King's 
grants  are  upon  a  valuable  consideration,  they  shall 
be  construed  favorably  for  the  patentee,  for  the  honor 
of  the  King. 

See  also  Com.  Dig.,  grant  by  the  King ;  Com.  Dig. 
patent,  P.  1,  2,  8,  4 ;  Ex  parte  O'Reilly,  (c) 

(a)  4  B.  &  C.  574 ;  S.  C,  6  D.  &  R.  572. 

{b)  2  B.  N.  C.  189:  see  also  14  M.  &  W.  300;  15  M.  &  W.  97; 
I  Ex,  R.  21X ;  Plow.  547. 
(c)  I  Ves.  Jur.  Z12. 
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The  statute  4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,  section 
18,  enacts  two  things  in  relation  to  the  present  question. 

1st.  That  the  receipt  of  the  Government  or  Crpwn 
agent  shall  authorize  the  purchaser  to  take  immediate 
possession  of  the  lot  sold,  and 

2nd.  To  maintain  actions  or  suits  in  law  or  in  equity 
against  any  wrongful  possessor  or  trespasser,  on  such 
lands,  as  fully  and  effectually  as  if  the  patent  deed  had 
issued  on  the  day  of  the  date  of  such  receipt. 

The  last  passage  applies  equally  to  each  of  the  above 
provisions,  and  it  appears  to  me  that  the  statute  operates 
upon  the  receipt,  so  as  together  to  confer  a  legal  right 
to  the  possession  on  the  vendee,  not  only  as  against 
wrongful  possessors  or  trespassers,  but  as  against  the 
Grown.  If  the  receipt  authorizes  the  pur3haser  to  take 
immediate  possession  of  the  lot  sold,  as  fully  and 
effectually  as  if  the  patent  deed  had  issued  on  the  day 
of  the  date  of  such  receipt,  it  may  be  supposed  that  a 
patent  had  issued,  acknowledging  the  payment  of  the 
whole,  or  part  of  the  purchase  money,  according  to  the 
import  of  the  receipt,  and  authorizing  the  purchaser  to 
take  immediate  possession  of  the  land,  subject  to  deter- 
mining, in  the  event  of  his  failing  to  fulfil  his  contract. 
In  such  an  event  the  vendee  would  acquire  a  vested 
legal  right  to  the  possession,  and  in  either  case,  if 
vacant,  he  could  of  course  enter  without  being  an 
intruder  upon  the  Queen  s  land,  or  if  pre-occupied,  or 
afterwards  occupied  by  any  one  intruding  or  entering 
wrongfully,  he  might  maintain  ejectment. 

The  legal  right  to  the  possession,  derived  under  the 
statute,  is  of  course  only  conditional  or  sub  modo^  that 
is,  to  subsist  so  long  as  be  fulfilled  his  contract ;  for 
if  he  broke  it,  or  failed  to  perform  the  same,  as  by 
default  in  the  payment  of  future  instalments,  his  right 
to  continue  in  possession  would  cease,  that  is,  as  against 
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the  Crown,  by  analogy  to  the  ordinary  cases  of  vendor 
and  vendee,  where  the  purchaser  is  allowed  to  enter 
and  enjoy  until  he  makes  default,  &c. 

To  be  sure  the  statute  gives  no  higher  or  other  legal 
estate  than  a  right  to  enter,  occupy,  and  enjoy,  until 
default,  &c.,  but  on  such  a  title  ejectment  is  maintain- 
able against  wrong-doors,  &c.,  and  if  the  purchaser 
duly  made  all  his  payments,  I  suppose  a  patent  in  fee 
might  be  obtained  through  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
under  the  7th  Wm.  IV.,  chapter  2,  section  2,  or  if  not, 
it  ought  to  be  issued  according  to  the  4th  and  5th 
Victoria,  chapter  100,  section  19. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff 
acquired  a  legal  right  and  interest  in  and  to  the  posses- 
sion, by  virtue  of  the  receipt  and  statute,  and  that  on 
the  day  of  the  demise,  the  defendant  was  a  wrongful 
possessor,  and  that  the  Governor  in  Council  could  not, 
by  a  mere  order,  afterwards  cancel  the  sale  and  rescind 
the  right  so  obtained.  I  doubt  not  the  sale  and  right 
might  be  defeated  under  supposed  circumstances,  but 
then,  I  think,  the  circumstances  must  be  sufficient  in 
law  to  invalidate  the  sale  and  destroy  the  legal  right. 

A  patent  may  be  repealed  or  refused  in  Chancery,  if 
the  facts  and  circumstances  warrant  it,  but  then  they 
must  be  such  as  warrant  it.  It  is  not  a  matter  of  course, 
or  of  prerogative  right,  that  it  should  be  refused,  if 
resisted  on  behalf  of  the  Crown.  So  here  I  do  not 
think  it  a  matter  of  course,  or  prerogative  right,  that 
the  Governor  in  Council  can,  by  mere  discretionary 
order,  destroy  the  legal  rights  of  purchasers  of  Crown 
lands,  acquiring  a  right  under  the  statutes. 

The  question  really  is,  whether  the  Governor  and 
Council  possess  an  arbitrary  discretion  to  cancel  sales 
of  Crown  lands,  as  they  may  of  locations  for  free  grants. 
The  act  itself  points  to  the  distinction,  and  the  careful 


HENDBBgON  Y.   ^WESTOVEB — 1852.  489 

provisions  for  protecting  porobasers  therein  contained, 
imply  that  a  sale  was  intended  to  confer  a  vested  right, 
that  could  only  be  destroyed  on  sufficient  grounds,  or 
by  a  special  proceeding.  It  is  not  contended  that  the 
facts  in  this  case  shewed  any  fraud  in  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff,  or  that  the  Queen  was  deceived,  so  that  the 
defendant  had  any  paramount  right  or  protection 
under  the  statute,  or  the  regulations  adopted  in  rela- 
tion to  intruders  of  more  than  five  years  standing,  &c. 
If  the  facts  are  sufficient,  the  case  should  be  rested  on 
them ;  if  not,  it  becomes  a  mere  abstract  question  of 
prerogative  right  and  discretion,  without  regard  to  the 
reasons  that  may  exist,  or  the  motives  or  inducements 
that  may  operate.  I  do  not  think  the  statute  intended 
to  leave  purchasers,  who  had  paid  their  purchase 
money  and  fulfilled  their  contracts  with  the  govern- 
ment, and  against  whom  nothing  sufficient  to  invali- 
date their  purchase  was  or  could  be  urged,  to  the  un- 
restricted discretion  of  the  Governor  and  Council ;  but 
that  when  a  pecuniary  consideration  was  paid  as  the 
price  of  the  land,  legal  and  equitable  rights  were 
acquired  as  against  the  Grown,  that  could  only  be 
afterwards  defeated  on  sufficient  grounds.  What  facts 
might  or  might  not  constitute  adequate  grounds,  would 
always  form  a  question,  in  the  particular  instance,  for 
the  consideration  of  the  court  of  law  or  equity,  in 
which  the  transaction  might  be  impeached. 

In  the  present  instance  the  facts  are  not  relied  upon 
as  sufficient  to  defeat  a  legal  right,  if  such  right  is 
considered  to  have  vested. 


I  think  a  legal  right  to  enter  and  possess  did  vest 
by  force  of  the  statute,  and  that  nothing  appears 
sufficient  to  determine. 

If  the  discretion  contended  for  was  intended  to  be 
reposed  in  the  executive  government,  a  declaratory  act 
to  that  effect  seems  to  me  the  best  mode  of  establishing 
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it.  As  to  the  expediency  of  preferring  squatters  or 
intruders  to  strangers,  the  statutes,  both  Imperial  and 
Provincial,  shew,  that  after  such  persons  have  possession 
and  improved  the  lands  for  a  series  of  years,  it  is 
deemed  just,  and  1  am  far  from  entertaining  any  con- 
trary sentiment  on  that  subject.  I  have  always  felt  the 
weight  of  argument  to  be  in  favor  of  protection  being 
extended  to  persons  who  have  entered  (though  without 
authority)  and  improved  Crown  lands  afterwards  offered 
for  sale  at  fixed  prices,  as  if  uncultivated  lands,  and 
irrespective  of  improvements.  Doe  ex  dem  Legh  v 
Roe,  (a)  shews  that  ejectment  does  not  lie  against  the 
Crown.     Attorney-Oeneral  v.  HaUett.  (b) 

I  do  not  consider  the  Queen  in  possession  and 
defending  such  possession  through  the  defendant,  but 
that  the  defendant  is  in  possession,  claiming  to  be 
entitled  thereto,  by  force  ahd  virtue  of  the  statutes 
4th  and  5th  Victoria,  chapter  100,  section  18 ;  and  12th 
Victoria,  chapter  81,  section  2,  as  a  purchaser  under 
the  Crown.  He  is  not  merely  in  charge  for  the 
Crown  as  a  Queen^s  servant,  officer,  or  agent ;  if  be 
was,  i.  e.y  if  the  Queen  was  in  actual  possession,  and  the 
defendant  only  in  charge  as  a  public  officer,  the  above 
cases  shew  that  a  petition  of  right,  and  not  eject- 
ment, is  the  proper  remedy.  They  also  shew  that  if 
the  defendant  is  in  possession,  claiming  right  thereto 
under  the  Crown,  ejectment  may  be  brou^t  against 
him.  If  no  one  had  been  in  possession,  and  the  lessor 
of  the  plaintiff  had  entered,  or  if  he  obtains  possession 
in  'this  action,  I  do  not  think  him  liable  to  be  treated  as 
an  intruder,  or  that  he  can  be  ousted  in  an  ejectment 
upon  the  demise  of  the  Queen,  unless  something  shall 
be  shewn  sufficient  in  law  to  put  an  end  to  his  purchase, 
and  thereby  to  determine  the  legal  right,  which  it  ap- 
pears to  me  he  acquired  under  the  statute,  and  which, 
so  far  as  I  see  at  present,  he  still  holds,  however  hard 
it  may  be  upon  the  defendant. 

(a)  8  M.  &  W.  579-581.  (6)  15  M.  &  W.  97. 


HBNDBR80H  Y.   WSSTOVBB — 1852.  491 

If  my  view  be  correct,  it  should  follow  that  if  the 
Queen  was  in  possession,  so  that  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  could  not  bring  an  ejectment,  his  remedy 
would  be  by  petition  of  right,  as  legally  entitled  to 
the  possession — Chitty'a  Prerog.  241,  Stamford's  Pre- 
rog.  726.  And  if  such  a  petition  were  necessary  to 
be  resorted  to  in  the  present  instance,  I  do  not  see 
how  any  other  result  could  follow  except  that  of  amo- 
veas  niativs. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  was  within 
the  regulations  made  under  the  Imperial  Statute  8rd 
and  4th  Victoria,  chapter  78,  or  that  the  Queen  was  de- 
ceived in  the  sale  to  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff.  If  the 
government  inspection  reported  the  defendant's  occu- 
pation, it  was  known  to  the  government ;  if  not,  and 
if  (as  alleged)  the  defendant  applied  to  the  government 
agent  within  the  year  after  the  land  was  offered  for 
sale,  to  purchase,  although  not  strictly  entitled  to  pre- 
emption under  the  regulations  then  in  force,  the  agent 
knew  whatever  facts  he  was  informed  of.  There  is  no 
evidence  that  the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the 
defendant's  possession  or  improvements,  or  that  he 
ccHicealed  or  misrepresented  any  thing. 

If  the  facts  brought  the  case  within  the  principle  of 
the  Queen  being  deceived  in  the  sale,  I  doubt  not  the 
(jovernor  and  Council  might  repudiate  it,  but  I  do  not 
find  that  they  amount  to  this. 

My  opinion  therefore  rests  iipon  the  ground  that 
the  facts  do  not,  in  law,  amount  to  a  case  entitling  her 
Majesty  or  the  Governor  in  Council  to  cancel  the  sale ; 
if  they  did,  the  defence  ought  to  prevail. 

I  have  not  overlooked  the  objection  that  no  defined 
legal  estate  or  interest  beyond  a  mere  occupancy  at 
will  can  be  intended  as  against  the  Crown,  for  the 
statute  does  not  expressly  say  that  the  authority  to 
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take  possession  is  to  operate  at  all  against  the  Queen, 
and  cannot  be  extended  in  construction. 

It  appears  to  me  that  an  authority  to  take  posses* 
sion  by  virtue  of  a  statute  passed  for  such  an  object, 
as  fully  as  if  a  patent  had  issued,  is  equivalent  in  force 
to  Letters  Patent  conferring  such  authority  by  the 
Queen,  and  that  authority  to  take  possession  is  equiv- 
alent to  a  demise,  or  imparts  a  legal  interest  co-exten- 
sive with  the  authority,  (a)  The  interest  thus  imparted 
is  not  defined.  My  impression  is  that  it  must  be  con- 
strued according  to  the  scope,  object,  and  manifest  in- 
tent of  the  statute,  just  as  if  expressed,  and  that  is,  that 
such  authority  was  to  endure  irrevocably  so  long  as  he 
fulfilled  his  contract ;  but  that  upon  breach  thereof  it 
would  be  revocable,  tbe  authority  being  in  the  nature 
of  the  transaction  only  conditional,  like  the  private 
authority  of  a  similar  kind  between  subject  and  subject, 
when  the  terms  of  the  agreement  are  fully  expressed 
in  writing.  But  after  the  contract  of  purchase  is  ful- 
filled, or  until  it  is  broken  by  the  purchaser,  my  views 
lead  to  the  conclusion  that  he  is  authorized  to  take 
and  retain  possession,  and  cannot  be  legally  ousted. 
Whether  such  right  or  interest  could  be  devised,  or 
would  descend  to  his  heir  at  law,  or  would  determine 
with  his  life,  are  questions  not  necessary  to  be  now 
decided.  I  look  upon  it  as  an  unqualified  authority 
or  right  to  enter  and  possess  conditionally,  but  with- 
out limitation,  so  long  as  he  lived,  unless  a  breach  of 
the  condition  enabled  the  Grown  to  determine  the  right 
or  authority  to  occupy  and  enjoy. 

It  is  no  doubt  a  nice  point,  involving  considerations 
of  prerogative  right ;  yet  I  cannot  construe  the  act  as 
merely  authorizing  possession  and  actions  against 
strangers  wrongfully  in  possession,  or  trespassing,  but 
think  that  the  right  to  bring  actions  at  law  or  equity 
against  such  persons,  is  additional,  in  aid  and  corrobor- 

(a)  V\^arner  v.  Browne,  8  East.  165. 
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ation  of  the  general  right  to  possession  conferred  by 
the  preceding  part  of  the  clause.  I  look  upon  that 
clause  as  substantive,  and  independently  operative, 
and  sufficient  to  confer  a  vested  legal  interest  in  and  to 
the  possession,  so  long  as  the  contract  of  sale  legally 
subsists,  as  I  think  it  does  until  legally  determined. 

I  do  not  lay  stress  upon  inconvenience  one  way  or 
the  other.  It  may  at  times  be  very  expedient  that  the 
uncontrolled  power  to  rescind  or  alter  sales  should 
repose  in  the  executive  government ;  so  on  the  other, 
it  may  be  thought  inexpedient  that  all  purchasers  of 
Grown  lands  should  be  remediless  as  against  the  Grown, 
and  merely  hold  at  sufferance,  although  they  may 
have  paid  their  money,  made  large  improvements,  or 
entered  into  contracts  or  incurred  obligations  to  others. 
I  cannot  think  the  legislature  so  intended,  but  that  it 
was  the  design  of  the  act  to  confer  vested  rights  on 
purchasers,  liable  to  be  defeated  only  under  circum- 
stances such  as  would  be  sufficient  to  avoid  letters 
patent  conferring  a  similar  right. 

If  such  was  not  the  intention,  I  am  unable  to  per- 
ceive it  on  the  face  of  the  statutes,  and  an  explanatory 
or  declaratory  act  (limiting  the  extensive  operation  of 
the  principle  and  construction  contended  for)  would  I 
am  disposed  to  think,  be  the  appropriate  remedy, 
unless  indeed  our  decision  shall  be  reversed  upon  ap- 
peal to  the  Queen  in  Privy  Gouncil,  and  a  contrary 
rule  be  thereby  established. 

It  is  not  a  term  for  years,  or  in  fee,  or  for  life,  but 
it  is  the  case  of  a  vendee  entitled  to  possession  by  the 
terms  of  his  purchase. 

Under  all  the  facts  appearing  in  this  case,  I  am  of 
opinion  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

EsTEN,  y.G.—  The  facts  of  this  case,  as  I  understand 
them,  are,  that  the  plaintiff,  Henderson,  purchased  the 
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lands  in  question,  being  a  clergy  reserve,  of  the  govern- 
ment, paid  one  instalment  of  his  purchase  money,  and 
obtained  a  receipt  for  it  from  the  proper  officer,  and 
that  afterwards  the  government  passed  a  minute  in 
Council,  rescinding  the  sale,  directing  Mr.  Henderson's 
purchase  money,  which  he  had  paid,  to  be  restored  to 
him,  and  authorising  a  purchase  of  the  same  lands  by 
the  defendant,  Westover,  who  thereupon  entered  into  a 
contract  with  the  government  for  that  purpose,  paid 
part  of  his  purchase  money,  obtained  the  usual  receipt, 
and  thenceforth  continued  in  the  possession,  which  he 
had  previously  for  some  time  held  of  the  property,  with 
the  consent,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  government. 
Subsequently  to  this  second  sale,  and  while  Westover 
was  in  possession,  with  the  sanction  and  permission  of 
the  government,  Henderson  commenced  the  action 
which  forms  the  subject  of  this  appeal,  and  the  question 
which  we  have  to  consider  is,  whether  such  an  action 
is  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  maintainable. 

As  no  patent  had  issued  granting  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion, it  is  obvious  that  this  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained irrespectively  of  certain  acts  of  parliament, 
passed  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  disposal  of 
the  public  lands  of  the  province,  within  which  the 
lands  called  "  Clergy  Eeserves  "  have  been  included ; 
and  by  one  of  which,  namely,  the  4th  and  5th  Victoria, 
chapter  100,  to  which  it  is  sufficient  for  my  purpose  to 
advert,  it  is  provided  in  its  18th  section  that  whenso- 
ever a  purchaser  shall  have  paid  an  instalment  of  his 
purchase  money,  and  obtained  the  proper  officer's 
receipt,  he  shall  be  authorized  to  take  possession  of 
the  lands  which  he  had  purchased,  and  to  maintain 
actions  for  the  recovery  of  such  possession  against  all 
wrongful  possessors  and  trespassers. 

I  have  already  observed  that  in  the  present  case, 
independently  of  the  provisions  in  question,  this  action 
could  not  be  maintained.     The  right  to  maintain  it 
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depends  entirely  on  the  operation  of  this  clause  Now, 
without  entering  into  the  question  how  far  the  Crown 
is  bound  by  its  contracts,  to  what  extent  it  has  power 
to  rescind  them,  or  what  means  exist  of  enforcing  them 
against  the  Grown,  and  without  dwelling  on  the  \arious 
considerations  which  are  involved  in  the  discussion  of 
this  question,  it  is  sufficient  for  me  to  observe  that,  in 
my  judgment,  the  clause  in  question,  by  virtue  of  which 
alone  this  action  is  sought  to  be  maintained,  was  not 
intended  to  apply  to  a  case  like  the  present ;  that  it 
comprehends  only  cases  arising  between  recognized 
purchasers  from,  and  claimants  under  the  Grown,  and 
third  persons,  who  are  wrongful  possessors  and  tres- 
passers, both  as  regards  such  purchasers  and  claim- 
ants, and  the  Grown  itself,  and  does  not  authorize  any 
person,  having  contracted  with  and  obtained  a  receipt 
from  the  authorized  agent  of  the  Grown,  to  dispossess 
either  the  Grown  itself,  or  any  persons  holding  posses- 
sion of  lands  by  its  authority  and  with  its  permission, 
and  that  upon  the  Attorney-General  appearing  under 
such  circumstances,  and  announcing  that  the  defendant 
in  the  action  is  in  possession  with  the  sanction  and  by 
the  consent  of  the  Grown,  and  that,  consequently,  the 
action  is  in  fact  brought  against  the  Grown  itself,  pro- 
ceedings in  it  ought  to  be  stayed.  I  consider  that  the 
facts  upon  which  I  base  my  judgment  in  this  case 
sufficiently  appear,  and  therefore  I  think,  with  the 
greatest  respect  for  the  contrary  opinion,  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Spbaoge,  V.G. — After  the  best  consideration  that  I 
have  been  able  to  give  to  the  question  involved  in  this 
suit,  I  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that  eject- 
ment is  not  maintainable  against  the  appellant,  the 
defendant  in  the  court  below.  In  the  view  taken  by 
his  Lordship,  the  Ghancellor,  I  agree  fully,  and  in  the 
reasoning  by  which  it  is  supported. 

Looking  at  the  enactments  of  the  legislature  from 
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1887  to  1849,  in  relation  to  the  disposal  of  the  public 
lands,  one  obvious  intent  and  object  pervades  them  all, 
viz.,  to  facilitate  the  dealing  of  the  Grown  with  occu- 
pants and  other  purchasers  of  Grown  lands  ;  there  is 
not  one  provision  from  which  the  intent  can  fairly  be 
gathered  to  cripple  the  authority  of  the  Grown,  to 
abridge  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  or  to  confer  rights 
adverse  to  the  Grown,  upon  those  with  whom  the  Grown 
should  have  to  deal. 

This  consideration  is  material :  for  the  rights  of  the 
Grown  are  not  affected  by  intendment  or  inference,  and 
the  Grown,  in  giving  the  royal  assent  to  an  act  for  the 
more  convenient  exercise  of  what  were  before  its  un- 
doubted rights,  in  relation  to  a  particular  matter,  is 
not,  I  apprehend,  to  be  taken  as  waiving  any  of  those 
rights,  unless  they  are  waived  expressly,  or  unless  it 
very  clearly  appears  that  such  was  the  intent  of  the 
act.  The  section  of  the  act  under  which  this  action  is 
brought  is  highly  useful,  and  would  answer  all  the  ends 
for  which  it  is  evidently  intended,  without  at  all  abridj<- 
ing  the  discretionary  power  of  the  Grown  to  deal  as  it 
might  deem  just  with  the  public  lands.  The  construc- 
tion given  to  it  is  not  the  necessary  construction,  nor, 
as  I  humbly  conceive,  the  proper  one.  It  is  evident 
that  the  discretionary  power  of  the  Grown  was  in- 
tended to  be  retained.  The  Grown  had  to  deal  with 
lessees  and  other  occupants,  as  well  as  with  new  pur- 
chasers; and  the  claims  of  lessees,  occupants,  and 
other  individuals  who,  from  the  peculiar  situation  of 
property,  would  be  liable  to  injury  if  it  were  disposed 
of  to  any  other  persons,  are  plainly  recognized  in  the 
25th  section  of  the  act  of  1841 ;  and  again,  in  the  28th 
section  of  the  same  act,  the  exercise  of  the  discretion 
of  the  Grown  is  recognized  in  dealing  with,  inter  alia, 
''  cases  of  sales  or  appropriations  of  land  inconsistent 
with  each  other,  for  the  same  land." 

It  is  said  that  in  disposing  of  the  public  lands  by 
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sale,  the  position  of  the  Grown  is  changed  from  what  it 
was  before;  that  the  Grown  has  become  a  vendor,  and 
thattheGrown  and  the  purchaser  have  become  contract, 
ing  parties;  but  where  is  the  contract?  and  by  what 
process  or  act  is  the  Grown  placed  in  such  a  position? 
Does  the  purchaser  acquire  any  rights  other  than  such 
as  are  expressly  conferred  upon  him  by  the  statute  ? 
The  statutes  do  not  place  him  upon  the  footing  of  a 
contracting  party;  nor  is  it  a  necessary  consequence  of 
the  position  in  which  the  statutes  do  place  him,  that  he 
should  have  the  rights  of  a  contracting  party,  unless,  or 
any  further  than,they  are  expressly  given  by  the  statute. 
An  ordinary  purchaser  would  have  the  right  to  enforce 
from  his  vendor  specific  performance  of  the  contract  to 
sell.  Here  there  is,  as  I  conceive,  strictly  no  contract 
to  sell,  and  if  there  were,  it  has  not  been  contended  that 
it  could  be  enforced  against  the  Grown,  and  a  petition 
of  right  would  not,  I  apprehend,  lie  for  such  a  purpose. 
What  is  sought  here  is  virtually  an  ejectment  against 
the  Crown.  Now  unless  a  right  to  such  suit  is  con- 
ferred by  statute,  no  such  right  exists. 

The  statute  gives  the  right  to  the  holder  of  such 
receipt  to  take  immediate  possession  of  the  land  sold, 
and  to  maintain  actions  and  suits  in  law  or  equity 
against  any  tvrongftU  possessor  or  trespasser  on  such  land. 
The  statute  confers  a  bare  right,  and  that  against  a 
particular  class  of  persons.  The  Grown  has  not  parted 
with  its  title,  has  entered  into  no  contract,  and  retains 
the  land  as  its  own  property.  The  position  of  the 
holder  of  the  receipt,  as  I  understand  it,  is,  that  he  has 
commenced  a  process  under  a  statute,  by  paying  certain 
purchase  money,  by  which,  eventually,  he  may  acquire 
title  from  the  Crown;  but  in  the  meantime  it  does 
appear  to  me  (with  great  respect  for  the  opinion  of  the 
learned  judges  from  whom  I  have  the  misfortune  to 
differ)  a  great  step  to  hold  a  person  in  such  a  position 
entitled  to  treat  the  agent  of  the  Crown,  or  persons  in 
possession  under  the  immediate  authority  of  the  Grown, 

82  I  B.  &  A. 
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as  a  mere  "-wrongful  possessor  or  trespasser."  These 
words  in  the  act  mast  have  their  weight  and  construc- 
tion ;  the  sentence  in  the  18th  clause  would  have  been 
complete  without  them ;  evidently  they  are  restrictive. 
The  construction  given  by  the  court  below  appears  to  me 
necessarily  to  give  an  unrestricted  right  of  action  against 
all  the  world,  while  the  statute  gave  it  against  wrong- 
doers only.  Now  the  mischief  or  inconvenience  intended 
to  be  remedied  evidently  was,  that  under  the  old  law 
proceedings  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown  were  necessary  to 
punish  trespassers,  and  to  put  wrongful  possessors  out 
of  possession,  and  the  provision  in  the  statute  placed 
the  remedy  in  the  hands  of  the  intendingpurchaser  from 
the  Crown. 

To  effect  such  object,  the  statute  appears  correctly 
worded,  but  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  it  was  intended 
for  any  other  purpose :  nothing  having  a  tendency  to 
shew  that  it  was  intended  to  be  used  adversely  to  the 
Grown.  Its  giving  a  right  of  action  ''as  fully  and 
effectual  as  if  the  patent  deed  had  issued  on  the  day 
of  the  date  of  such  receipt,''  does  not  effect  the  con- 
struction, as  it  must  still  be  read  with  the  words  of 
restriction  "  against  any  wrongful  possessor  or  tres- 
passer," and  the  holder  of  the  receipt  thus  has  a  right 
of  action  against  wrong-doers  as  fully  and  effectually  as 
if  a  patent  deed  had  issued.  To  give  to  the  latter  words 
an  unrestricted  interpretation,  and  treat  the  holder 
of  a  receipt  as  entitled  to  the  same  rights  as  a  patentee 
for  all  purposes  leads,  I  think,  necessarily  to  this,  that 
the  issue  of  a  patent  to  another  person  would  only  place 
that  person  in  the  position  of  a  second  grantee  of  the 
same  land,  a  position  puisne  to  that  of  the  mere 
holder  of  a  receipt,  and  that  although  he  ma;  have 
paid  but  one  instalment,  while  the  pa'  entee  had  paid 
the  whole  of  the  purchase  money. 

The  right  of  the  Grown  to  deal  with  the  land  until 
patent  issued  was  recognised  in  the  judgment  of  the 
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Court  of  Appeal  of  this  province  in  the  case  of  Boulton 
V.  Jeffrey,  ahready  referred  to  by  the  Chancellor. 
There  are  some  passages  in  the  judgment  of  his  Lord- 
ship, the  Chief  Justice,  in  that  case,  which  appear  to 
me  to  be  peculiarly  applicable  to  this.  Speaking  of  the 
patent  being  repealed  upon  a  proceeding  by  the  Grown, 
in  case  the  Crown  had  been  deceived  or  misled,  as  being 
the  proper  course,  his  lordship  says,  ''  and  thus  the  land 
would  again  be  vested  in  the  Crown,  which,  unquestion' 
ably,  must  be  allowed  to  exercise  its  iviU  in  disposing  of 
its  property."  In  another  passage,  speaking  of  the 
repeal  of  the  patent,  upon  a  case  of  imposition  being 
made  out,  it  is  said  that  the  Crown  would  be  ''  left  to 
dispose  of  its  land  as  it  might  find  to  be  consistent 
with  justice."  There  are  several  other  passages  in 
the  same  judgment  which  recognize  the  right  of  the 
Crown  to  exercise  its  judgment  and  discretion  upon 
conflicting  claims  between  adverse  parties.  Among 
them  is  the  following :  "  The  mistakes  of  parties,  as 
well  as  of  public  officers,  and  misapprehensions  of 
various  kinds,  have  given  rise  to  opposing  claims, 
which  called  for  anxious  deliberation  in  the  executive 
government,  and  all  that  could  be  done  at  last  was  to 
grant  to  the  party  which  seemed  to  be  best  entitled." 

In  the  case  from  which  I  have  quoted,  the  Crown 
patent  had  issued,but  the  observations  of  the  court  were 
evidently  directed  to  a  state  of  circumstances  such  as 
exists  in  this  case,  viz.,  conflicting  claims,  urged  before 
the  government  by  adverse  parties,  to  become  purchasers 
of  the  same  land.  In  that  case  the  respective  claimants 
were  purchasers  under  the  act  of  1837,  which  contained 
provisions  similar  to  those  under  which  the  lessor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  this  case  claims.  They  were  not  any  more 
than  the  parties  in  this  case  mere  recipients  of  the  grace 
and  bounty  of  the  Crown,  and  the  passages  which  I 
have  cited  from  the  judgment  are  therefore  applicable 
here.  I  have  quoted  them  although  they  are,  I  believe, 
among  these  quoted  by  the  Chancellor,  for  the  sake  of 
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the  weight  to  which  they  are  justly  entitled,  and  becauBe 
they  express  better  than  I  can  express  them,  my  own 
views  upon  the  subject.  The  parties  to  this  suit  appear 
to  have  been  adverse  claimants  before  the  executive 
government,  and  in  deciding  for  the  defendant  the 
Crown,  by  its  proper  oflScers,  doubtless  disposed  of  its 
land  as  was  felt  to  be  consistent  with  justice ;  and  here 
I  may  add  that  not  only  has  the  Crown,  in  my  judg- 
ment, the  right,  but  that  it  is,  as  I  believe,  to  the  ad- 
vantage and  benefit  of  purchasers  of  public  lands  that 
the  Crown  should  have,  and  by  its  proper  officers  should, 
until  patent  issued,  exercise  the  right  of  considering 
and  determining  upon  the  conflicting  claims  which  may 
be  preferred  by  different  individuals  to  the  same  land. 
The  materials  for  coming  to  a  sound  and  just  conclusion 
are  within  the  reach  of  the  government ;  its  officers  are 
conversant  with  the  subject,  and  there  is  no  reason  to 
believe  but  that  the  government  would,  between  ad- 
verse claimants,  adjudge  the  land  to  the  one  whose 
claims  appeared  the  more  just. 

With  regard  to  the  position,  that  the  Crown  has 
granted  a  receipt,  and  can  revoke  it  by  no  act  less 
than  a  matter  of  record,  I  think  it  is  fallacious.  The 
Crown  can  manifest  its  will  as  to  its  disposition  of 
Crown  lands  otherwise  than  by  matter  of  record,  and 
authority  has  been  cited  to  shew  this;  and  besides,  here 
there  is,  as  it  appears  to  me,  no  revocation  properly  so 
called.  There  has  been,  between  conflicting  claims,  a 
preference  for  that  one  which  appeared  the  more  just, 
and  the  Crown  has  declared  that  preference  in  the 
ordinary  mode,  and  that  claimant,  thenceforth,  held 
possession  under  the  immediate  authority  of  the  Crown. 
Such  act  of  the  Crown  may  have  affected,  and  as  I 
think  did  affect,  the  position  and  rights  of  the  other 
claimant,  but  the  Crown  had  granted  nothing  which  it 
was  necessary  to  revoke.  Its  agent  had  received  money, 
and  given  a  receipt  for  it,  and  to  that  receipt  a  certain 
effect  is  given  by  statute  against  wrong  doers.    If  the 
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Grown,  in  the  exercise  of  its  judgment  and  discretion, 
place  another  person,  whom  it  conceives  better  entitled, 
in  possession,  or  by  its  deliberate  act  recognises  his 
possession  as  not  wrongful,  but  lawful,  the  effect  of  such 
act  of  the  Grown  is  to  invest  the  character  of  such 
possession  with  right,  and  thus  take  the  person  in  pos- 
session out  of  the  class  against  which  the  holder  of 
such  a  receipt  has  his  remedy  by  ejectment.  This/ 1 
think,  is  the  extent  of  the  act  of  the  Grown,  when  it 
allows  the  claim  of  another  than  the  holder  of  the  re- 
ceipt, and  it  is  not;  as  I  conceive,  a  revocation  of  any 
thing,  in  the  strict  and  proper  meaning  of  that  term. 

I  should  have  felt  it  right  to  go  more  fully  and  mi- 
nutely into  the  question  raised  in  this  cause,  if  I  had 
not  been  preceded  by  his  Lordship  the  Ghancellor  and 
my  brother  Esten :  as  it  is,  I  have  expressed  only 
briefly  and  generally  my  views  upon  the  subject. 

Per  curiam. — Appeal  dismissed  with  costs. —  [Blake, 
C.,  and  Esten  and  SPR^aoE,  V.  GG.,  dissenting.] 


[Before  the  Hon.  Sir  John  B.  Robinson,  Bart,  C.  J.,  the 
Hon.  W.  Hume  Blake,  Chancellor,  the  Hon.  W.  H. 
Draper,  G,  J.,  G.  P.;  the  Hon.  Sir  J.  B.  Macaulay^ 
the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  McLean;  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice 
Burns,  and  the  Hon.  Vice-GhanceUor  Spragge*] 

ON  AN  APPEAL  FROM  THB  COURT  OF  COMMON   PLBAS 


The  Queen  v.  Gray. 

Application  for  ntw  trial  in  criminal  cases — Statute  20  Vic,  ch,  20. 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  Common  Hleas.  that, 
under  the  statute  (20  Vic,  ch.  61)  the  court  is  not  empowere  1  to 
grant  a  new  trial  in  criminal  cases  on  any  ground  apart  from  what 
was  done  by  either  the  court  or  the  jury  at  the  trial ;  such  as  the 
alleged  discovery  of  new  evidence,  or  a  disappointment  in  obtain- 
ing witnesses. 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  court 
of  Gommon  Pleas,  refusing  a  new  trial  of  the  defend- 
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ant.  It  appeared  thsbt  Samuel  Ghray  and  RosweU  Gates 
were  indicted  together  at  the  winter  assizes  for  the 
United  Counties  of  York  and  Peel,  for  the  year  1869, 
on  a  charge  of  highway  robbery,  with  violence,  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  on  one  James  Colling  wood. 
The  prisoners  severed  at  their  trial,  and  RosweU  Gates, 
who  was  tried  first,  was  acquitted ;  but  subsequently, 
on  the  trial  of  the  prisoner  Samuel  Gray,  the  jury  re- 
turned a  verdict  of  guilty  against  him,  the  said  Samuel 
Gray,  on  the  whole  indictment,  and  he  was  sentenced 
to  three  years'  confinement  in  the  provincial  peniten- 
tiary, at  hard  labour. 

In  Hilary  Term,  1859,  an  application  was  made  to 
the  court  of  Common  Pleas,  for  a  new  trial  on  behalf 
of  the  said  Samuel  Gray,  under  the  provisions  of  20 
Victoria,  chapter  61,  on  the  affidavits  of  the  said  Sam- 
uel Gray,  the  said  RosweU  Gates,  and  Thomas  Henry 
Ince,  filed  on  the  application.  The  court  refused  a 
rule  nisi  on  the  affidavits  filed,  waiving,  however,  the 
necessity  of  filing  a  copy  of  the  judge's  notes  of  evi- 
dence in  the  cause,  as  directed  by  the  Orders  of  this 
Court,  holding  that  the  court  is  not  empowered  under 
20  Victoria,  chapter  61,  to  grant  a  new  trial  on  the 
ground  of  the  absence  of  witnesses. 

From  this  ruling  of  the  court  the  prisoner  appealed. 

Mr.  Ince  for  the  appeal. 

Mr.  J.  Patterson  contra. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 

Sm  J.  B.  Robinson,  Babt,  C.  J. — By  Statute  20th 
Victoria,  chapter  61,  section  1,  a  defendant  in  any 
criminal  case  convicted  at  the  assizes  may  apply  for  a 
new  trial  to  either  of  the  superior  courts  of  common 
law  wpon  any  point  of  law,  or  question  of  fact,  in  as  full 
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and  ample  a  manner  as  any  person  may  apply  to  snob 
superior  court  for  a  new  trial  in  a  civil  action. 

Section  4,  gives  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Error  and 
Appeal  in  case  such  ''conviction  shall  be  affirmed/'  by 
the  court  of  common  law  which  has  been  applied  to  for 
a  new  trial,  and  it  is  provided  that  "  such  court  of 
Error  and  Appeal  shall  and  may  make  such  rule  or 
order  thereon,  either  in  affirmance  of  such  conviction 
or  for  granting  a  new  trial  or  otherwise,  as  the  justice 
of  the  case  may  require,  and  shall  further  make  all 
other  necessary  rules  and  orders  for  carrying  such 
rule,  or  order  into  effect." 

The  last  recited  words,  that  the  superior  court  "  may 
make  such  rule  or  order  thereon  either  in  affirmance  of 
the  conviction,  or  for  granting  a  new  trial,  or  otherwise^ 
as  the  justice  of  the  case  may  require,"  are  certainly 
very  comprehensive,  but  they  must  be  taken  in  con- 
nection with  the  object  of  the  application  which  the 
statute  allows  to  be  entertained  by  the  court  appealed 
from ;  and  that  is,  "  an  application  for  a  new  trial  upon 
any  'point  of  law  or  qtiestion  of  fact,'^ 

Both  of  the  common  law  courts  have  considered  that 
the  statute  does  not  admit  of  a  new  trial  being  granted 
upon  affidavits  setting  forth  the  discovery  of  new  evi- 
dence since  the  trial,  or  on  the  ground  that  the  defen- 
dant was  unable,  from  some  cause,  to  procure  the 
testimony  of  certain  witnesses.  For  the  grounds  of  that 
opinion  I  refer  to  the  judgment  given  in  the  Common 
Pleas,  which  is  appealed  from  in  this  case,  and  to  the 
cases  in  the  Queen's  Bench  of  this  province,  of  Regina 
V.  Crozier,  (a)  and  Regina  v.  Oxentine,  {b)  and  the  case 
in  the  Common  Pleas  of  The  Queen  v.  Beckivith,  (c)  in 
my  judgment,  is  in  accordance  with  the  opinion  ex- 
pressed by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  the  cases  I 
have  mentioned. 

(a)  17  U.  0.  Q.  B.  275.       {b)  17  lb.  295.       {c)  8  U.  0.  C.  P.  274. 
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lands  in  question,  being  a  clergy  reserve,  of  the  govern- 
ment, paid  one  instalment  of  bis  purchase  money,  and 
obtained  a  receipt  for  it  from  the  proper  officer,  and 
that  afterwards  the  government  passed  a  minute  in 
Council,  rescinding  the  sale,  directing  Mr.  Henderson's 
purchase  money,  which  he  had  paid,  to  be  restored  to 
him,  and  authorising  a  purchase  of  the  same  lands  by 
the  defendant,  Westover,  who  thereupon  entered  into  a 
contract  with  the  government  for  that  purpose,  paid 
part  of  his  purchase  money,  obtained  the  usual  receipt, 
and  thenceforth  continued  in  the  possession,  which  he 
had  previously  for  some  time  held  of  the  property,  with 
the  consent,  and  by  the  authority  of  the  government. 
Subsequently  to  this  second  sale,  and  while  Westover 
was  in  possession,  with  the  sanction  and  permission  of 
the  government,  Henderson  commenced  the  action 
which  forms  the  subject  of  this  appeal,  and  the  question 
which  we  have  to  consider  is,  whether  such  an  action 
is  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  maintainable. 

As  no  patent  had  issued  granting  the  lands  in  ques- 
tion, it  is  obvious  that  this  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained irrespectively  of  certain  acts  of  parliament, 
passed  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  the  disposal  of 
the  public  lands  of  the  province,  within  which  the 
lands  called  **  Clergy  Beserves  "  have  been  included ; 
and  by  one  of  which,  namely,  the  4th  and  5th  Victoria, 
chapter  100,  to  which  it  is  sufficient  for  my  purpose  to 
advert,  it  is  provided  in  its  18th  section  that  whenso- 
ever a  purchaser  shall  have  paid  an  instalment  of  his 
purchase  money,  and  obtained  the  proper  officer's 
receipt,  he  shall  be  authorized  to  take  possession  of 
the  lands  which  he  had  purchased,  and  to  maintain 
actions  for  the  recovery  of  such  possession  against  all 
wrongful  possessors  and  trespassers. 

I  have  already  observed  that  in  the  present  case, 
independently  of  the  provisions  in  question,  this  action 
could  not  be  maintained.     The  right  to  maintain  it 
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depends  entirely  on  the  operation  of  this  clause  Now, 
without  entering  into  the  question  how  far  the  Grown 
is  bound  by  its  contracts,  to  what  extent  it  has  power 
to  rescind  them,  or  what  means  exist  of  enforcing  them 
against  the  Grown,  and  without  dwelling  on  the  various 
considerations  which  are  involved  in  the  discussion  of 
this  question,  it  is  sufficient  for  me  to  observe  that,  in 
my  judgment,  the  clause  in  question,  by  virtue  of  which 
alone  this  action  is  sought  to  be  maintained,  was  not 
intended  to  apply  to  a  case  like  the  present ;  that  it 
comprehends  only  cases  arising  between  recognized 
purchasers  from,  and  claimants  under  the  Grown,  and 
third  persons,  who  are  wrongful  possessors  and  tres- 
passers, both  as  regards  such  purchasers  and  claim- 
ants, and  the  Grown  itself,  and  does  not  authorize  any 
person,  having  contracted  with  and  obtained  a  receipt 
from  the  authorized  agent  of  the  Grown,  to  dispossess 
either  the  Grown  itself,  or  any  persons  holding  posses- 
sion of  lands  by  its  authority  and  with  its  permission, 
and  that  upon  the  Attorney-General  appearing  under 
such  circumstances,  and  announcing  that  the  defendant 
in  the  action  is  in  possession  with  the  sanction  and  by 
the  consent  of  the  Grown,  and  that,  consequently,  the 
action  is  in  fact  brought  against  the  Grown  itself,  pro- 
ceedings in  it  ought  to  be  stayed.  I  consider  that  the 
facts  upon  which  I  base  my  judgment  in  this  case 
sufficiently  appear,  and  therefore  I  think,  with  the 
greatest  respect  for  the  contrary  opinion,  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Spragge,  V.G. — After  the  best  consideration  that  I 
have  been  able  to  give  to  the  question  involved  in  this 
suit,  I  can  come  to  no  other  conclusion  than  that  eject- 
ment is  not  maintainable  against  the  appellant,  the 
defendant  in  the  court  below.  In  the  view  taken  by 
his  Lordship,  the  Ghancellor,  I  agree  fully,  and  in  the 
reasoning  by  which  it  is  supported. 

Looking  at  the  enactments  of  the  legislature  from 
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CKOWN  PATENT. 
See  "  Grant  from  the  Crown," 

CUMULATIVE  LEGACIES. 

See  "Will." 

CRIMINAL  CASES. 
See  "  New  Trial." 


CROWN  LANDS. 

(pnRCHi.SE    OF.) 

Held,  on  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  Court  below, 
that  the  purchaser  from  the  Government  of  a  clergy 
reserve,  upon  which  he  has  paid  an  instalment  of  his 
purchase  money,  and  obtained  the  usual  receipt  from 
the  Crown  Lands  Department,  has  a  right  to  obtain 
possession  against  any  one  in  the  occupation;  and 
that  although  the  occupant  may  have  subsequently 
obtained  the  receipt  of  the  Commissioner  of  Grown 
Lands ;  the  Crown,  under  such  circumstances,  being 
bound  by  the  contract  made  by  the  department  with 
the  first  purchaser.  [Blake,  G.,  Esten  and  Spragge, 
V.CC,  dissenting.] 

Doe  Henderson  v.  Westover,  465. 


DELIVERY  OF  GOODS. 

A  party  agreed  to  sell  and  deliver  "  F.  0.  B."  4000 
barrels  of  flour  by  a  day  named ;  of  this  quantity  8000 
had  been  delivered,  but  the  remaining  1000  were  not 
in  the  possession  of  the  party  contracting  to  be  de- 
livered until  after  the  day  appointed.  Some  days 
afterwards  the  vendors  sent  to  the  broker  who .  had 
negotiated  the  sale  tbe  order  of  another  person  for  the 
required  quantity,  which,  after  taking  some  days  to 
correspond  with  their  vendees,  the  purchasers  agreed 
to  accept  and  paid  the  price  agreed  upon  to  the  broker, 
who  remitted  the  money  to  the  vendors,  and  a  vessel 
was  without  delay  despatched  by  the  purchasers  to 
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receive  the  flour  on  board :  before  reaching  the  port 
where  the  flour  was  to  be  shipped  a  fire  had  taken 
place  in  the  warehouse  and  destroyed  the  flour  stored 
therein.  In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  shewing  a 
setting  apart  of  the  1000  barrels,  or  any  acceptance 
by  the  purchasers  thereof,  the  Court,  while  expressing 
a  clear  opinion  that  under  such  circumstances  the  loss 
must  fall  upon  the  vendors,  dismissed  an  appeal  from 
the  Court  below  granting  a  new  trial  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  vendors,  against  whom  a  verdict  had  been 
renderea  for  the  price  of  the  flour;  the  Court  below 
having  ordered  such  new  trial  upon  the  assumption 
that  a  certain  fact  material  to  the  consideration  of  the 
point  in  question  was  as  stated,  in  which  case  the 
verdict  would  have  been  wrong ;  or  that  such  fact  was 
asserted  on  one  side  and  denied  on  the  other,  and  the 
same  had  not  been  found  one  way  or  the  other  by  the 
jury;  reserving  for  future  consideration  the  costs  of 
the  appeal,  thus  leaving  the  new  trial  to  proceed  on 
the  terms  in  which  it  was  ordered. 

Coleman  v.  M'Dermott,  445. 


DEMURRER. 

(for  want  op  parties.) 

See  "  Practice,"  1. 


DISTURBANCE. 

The  church  of  St.  J.,  having  been  destroyed  by  fire, 
it  was  agreed  that  pew-holders  who  had  purchased  the 
right  to  their  pews,  subject  to  a  ground  rent,  should 
pay  a  certain  sum,  and  be  reinstated  as  nearly  as  cir- 
cumstances would  permit  in  their  pews  in  a  new 
church,  to  be  built  on  the  site  of  that  destroyed.  After 
the  new  church  was  built  one  of  such  pew-holders  re- 
fused to  pay  a  sum  of  £25,  agreed  to  be  subscribed  by 
him  towards  re-building  the  church,  and  for  which  he 
had  given  his  promissory  note ;  whereupon  the  church- 
wardens, acting  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  of  the 
vestry,  removed  the  door  from  the  pew  claimed  by 
him,  and  the  holder  thereof  instituted  an  action  on 
the  case  against  the  churchwardens  for  disturbance  of 
his  easement.    Held,  affirming  the  decision  of  the 
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CROWN  PATENT. 
See  "  Grant  from  the  Crown,' 


CUMULATIVE  LEGACIES. 
See  "Wm." 

CRIMINAL  CASES. 
See  "  New  Trial." 


CROWN  LANDS. 

(purchase  of.) 

Held,  on  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  Court  below, 
that  the  purchaser  from  the  Government  of  a  clergy 
reserve,  upon  which  he  has  paid  an  instalment  of  his 
purchase  money,  and  obtained  the  usual  receipt  from 
the  Crown  Lands  Department,  has  a  right  to  obtain 
possession  against  any  one  in  the  occupation;  and 
that  although  the  occupant  may  have  subsequently 
obtained  the  receipt  of  the  Commissioner  of  Crown 
Lands ;  the  Crown,  under  such  circumstances,  being 
bound  by  the  contract  made  by  the  department  with 
the  first  purchaser.  [Blake,  G.,  Esten  and  Sprngge, 
V.CC,  dissenting.] 

Doe  Henderson  v.  Westover,  466. 


DELIVERY  OF  GOODS. 

A  party  agreed  to  sell  and  deliver  "  F.  0.  B."  4000 
barrels  of  flour  by  a  day  named ;  of  this  quantity  8000 
had  been  delivered,  but  the  remaining  1000  were  not 
in  the  possession  of  the  party  contracting  to  be  de- 
livered until  after  the  day  appointed.  Some  days 
afterwards  the  vendors  sent  to  the  broker  who ,  had 
negotiated  the  sale  the  order  of  another  person  for  the 
required  quantity,  which,  after  taking  some  days  to 
correspond  with  their  vendees,  the  purchasers  agreed 
to  accept  and  paid  the  price  agreed  upon  to  the  broker, 
who  remitted  the  money  to  the  vendors,  and  a  vessel 
was  without  delay  despatched  by  the  purchasers  to 
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receive  the  flour  on  board :  before  reaching  the  port 
where  the  flour  was  to  be  shipped  a  fire  had  taken 
place  in  the  warehouse  and  destroyed  the  flour  stored 
therein.  In  the  absence  of  any  evidence  shewing  a 
setting  apart  of  the  1000  barrels,  or  any  acceptance 
by  the  purchasers  thereof,  the  Court,  while  expressing 
a  clear  opinion  that  under  such  circumstances  the  loss 
must  fall  upon  the  vendors,  dismissed  an  appeal  from 
the  Court  below  granting  a  new  trial  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  vendors,  against  whom  a  verdict  had  been 
renderea  for  the  price  of  the  flour;  the  Court  below 
having  ordered  such  new  trial  upon  the  assumption 
that  a  certain  fact  material  to  the  consideration  of  the 
point  in  question  was  as  stated,  in  which  case  the 
verdict  would  have  been  wrong ;  or  that  such  fact  was 
asserted  on  one  side  and  denied  on  the  other,  and  the 
same  had  not  been  found  one  way  or  the  other  by  the 
jury;  reserving  for  future  consideration  the  costs  of 
the  appeal,  thus  leaving  the  new  trial  to  proceed  on 
the  terms  in  which  it  was  ordered. 

Coleman  v.  M'Dermott,  445. 


DEMURRER. 

(for  want   of   PARTIES.) 

See  "  Practice,"  1. 


DISTURBANCE. 

The  church  of  St.  J.,  having  been  destroyed  by  fire, 
it  was  agreed  that  pew-holders  who  had  purchased  the 
right  to  their  pews,  subject  to  a  ground  rent,  should 
pay  a  certain  sum,  and  be  reinstated  as  nearly  as  cir- 
cumstances would  permit  in  their  pews  in  a  new 
church,  to  be  built  on  the  site  of  that  destroyed.  After 
the  new  church  was  built  one  of  such  pew-holders  re- 
fused to  pay  a  sum  of  £25,  agreed  to  be  subscribed  by 
him  towards  re-building  the  church,  and  for  which  he 
had  given  his  promissory  note ;  whereupon  the  church- 
wardens, acting  in  pursuance  of  a  resolution  of  the 
vestry,  removed  the  door  from  the  pew  claimed  by 
him,  and  the  holder  thereof  instituted  an  action  on 
the  case  against  the  churchwardens  for  disturbance  of 
his  easement.    Held^  affirming  the  decision  of  the 
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Court  below,  that  be  was  not  entitled  to  recover, 
[Macaiday,  G.J.,  and  Burns,  J.,  dissenting.] 

Brunskill  v.  Harris,  822. 


EJECTMENT. 

(against   second   PUaOHASER   OF   GROWN  LANDS.) 

See  "  Crown  Lands." 


EQUITABLE  ASSETS. 

H.  obtained  from  bis  debtor  an  assignment  of  his 
books  of  account,  notes,  bills,  and  other  evidences  of 
debt,  by  way  of  security  against  the  consequences  of 
his  becoming  a  party  to  notes  for  the  accommodation 
of  the  debtor  ;  and  also  a  conveyance  of  real  estate 
from  the  father  of  the^  debtor  for  the  same  purpose. 
Having  been  compelled  to  pay  a  large  sum  of  money 
by  reason  of  his  being  a  party  to  such  notes,  H.  re- 
covered judgment  against  the  debtor,  and  sued  out 
execution  thereon,  which  was  the  first  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  Sheriif,  against  the  debtor,  and  the  effects 
of  the  debtor  were  afterwards  sold  under  this  and 
other  executions  subsequently  placed  in  the  hands  of 
the  sheriff,  upon  which  sale  sufficient  was  realized  to 
pay  the  execution  of  H.,  and  leave  a  balance  in  the 
hands  of  the  Sheriff  ;  and  H.'s  claim  was  accordingly 
paid,  and  the  books  of  account  and  other  securities 
held  by  him  were  delivered  up  to  the  debtor,  after  no- 
tice from  J.,  a  later  judgment  creditor,  not  to  part  with 
them,  and  the  father's  land  was  re-conveyed  to  him. 
The  execution  creditor  who  gave  the  notice,  claimed 
in  consequence  priority  over  intermediate  execution 
creditors,  and  also  a  right  to  compel  H.  to  make  good 
the  amount  of  his  claim  in  consequence  of  having 
parted  with  the  securities.  Upon  appeal  from  the 
Court  of  Chancery, 

Held,  1st,  affirming  the  decree  of  the  Court  below, 
that  a  subsequent  execution  creditor  had  not  any 
equity  to  compel  the  first  creditor  to  recover  payment 
of  his  claim  out  of  the  property  held  by  him  in  secur- 
ity, so  as  to  leave  the  goods  of  the  debtor  to  satisfy 
the  subsequent  executions ;  nor  had  he  any  right  to 
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call  upon  H.  to  assign  the  lands  conveyed  to  faim  by 
the  debtor's  father ;  nor  was  H.  personally  liable  to 
the  subsequent  execution  creditors. 

Held,  2ndly,  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Court 
below,  [Esten  and  Spragge,  V.  CO.,  dissenting,]  that 
the  securities  in  the  hands  of  H.  being,  at  that  time, 
not  seizable  under  common  law  process,  no  right  vested 
in  H.  to  transfer  them  to  him,  nor  was  he  bound  to 
make  good  to  J.  any  loss  sustained  by  him  by  reason 
of  his  refusal  to  deliver  the  securities  to  J.,  but  that 
such  securities  being  in  the  nature  of  equitable  assets, 
they  should  be  distributed  amongst  all  the  creditors 
pari  pa$9u.  And,  per  Sir  J.  B.  Bobinson,  Bart.,  C.J., 
that  this  was  not  a  case  to  which  the  principle  of  mar- 
shalling the  assets  applied,  and  that  H.  bad  a  perfect 
right  to  restore  the  securities  to  the  debtor. 

Topping  V.  Joseph,  292. 


EQUITY  OP  EEDEMPTION. 

(sale  of  under  fi.  fa.) 

Held,  by  all  the  Court,  that  an  equity  of  redemption 
of  an  estate  of  inheritance  cannot  be  sold  by  the  She- 
riff under  common  law  process. 

Simpson  v.  Smyth,  9. 

[But  see  Cons.  Stat.  U.  C.  ch.  90,  sec.  11.] 


EVIDENCE. 

• 

One  of  several  defendants  having  deposed  to  a 
fact,  which,  if  proved  by  proper  testimony,  would  have 
tended  to  defeat  the  suit  as  against  him  as  well  as 
against  his  co-defendants,  qvare,  whether  his  evidence 
is  admissible  on  behalf  of  his  co-defendants  9 

Simpson  v.  Smyth,  9. 
See  also  "  Maker  and  Indorser." 


FIEEI  FACIAS. 

(sale  of  equity  of  redehptiok  under.) 

See  **  Equity  of  Bedemption." 
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FREE  ON  BOARD. 

The  effect  and  meaning  of  the  words   *'  Free   on 
Boafd  "  considered. 

Coleman  v.  McDermott,  445. 


GRANT  FROM  THE  CROWN, 

1.'  Where  the  Executive  Government  have  exam- 
ined into  and  considered  the  claims  of  opposing  parties 
to  lands  leased  from  the  Crown,  with  a  claim  of  pre- 
emption, and  have  ultimately  granted  them  to  one 
of  those  parties,  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  not  any 
authority,  where  no  fraud  appears  in  obtaining  the 
grant,  afterwards  to  declare  the  grantee  of  the  Crown 
a  trustee  of  any  portion  of  such  lands  for  the  opposing 
party,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  previously  acquired 
an  equitable  interest  therein.  And  quare,  if  even 
there  had  been  fraud,  whether  the  Court,  under  such 
circumstances,  would  have  authority  to  interfere  at 
the  instance  of  the  party  who  had  opposed  the  grant. 

Boulton  V.  Jeffrey,  111. 

2.  The  Crown,  by  a  patent  in  1838,  granted  a  parcel 
of  land  as  containing  70  acres,  being  the  easterly  half 
of  lot  No.  80  in  the  7th  concession  of  the  township  of 
Albion ;  the  metes  and  bounds  being  given  as  com- 
mencing at  the  south-east  angle  of  the  rear  or  east 
half  of  the  lot,  (such  point  being  known  and  undis- 
puted, and  the  Grown  at  the  time  owning  all  the  land 
in  that  concession  beyond  that  lot.)  then  on  a  course 
north  45®  46 '  west  10  chains,  more  or  less,  to  the 
allowance  for  road  on  the  northern  boundary  of  the 
township,  (which  was  also  well  known  and  ascertained,) 
then  south  74®,  west  85  chains  50  links,  more  or  less, 
to  the  allowance  for  road  between  lots  80  and  81 ; 
then  south  89®  80',  west  one  chain  50  links,  more  or 
less,  to  the  centre  of  the  concession,  &c. ;  and  in  the 
year  1850,  another  grant  was  made  of  lot  No.  81,  in 
the  7th  concession,  as  containing  84  acres,  without 
any  description  by  metes  and  bounds.  In  the  original 
survey  of  the  township  the  allowance  for  road  between 
lots  80  and  81  had  never  been  run  through,  or  any 
posts  planted  on  the  rear  of  the  lots,  although  posts 
had  been  planted  at  the  front  angles,  and  by  producing 
the  line  as  it  had  been  run  between  lots  30  and  81  in 
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the  6tb  concession,  the  distance  of  86  chains  and  60 
links,  as  given  by  the  patent,  along  the  allowance  for 
road  on  the  northerly  side  of  the  township,  would  be 
materially  lessened.  The  owner  of  lot  81,  treating 
the  person  in  possession  of  lot  80,  as  a  trespasser,  in 
respect  of  all  the  land  not  included  within  such  limits, 
brought  an  action  of  trespass  against  him. 

Heldy  reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below, 
that  the  grantee,,  under  the  patent  of  1888,  in  the 
absence  of  any  post  to  mark  the  allowance  for  road, 
was  entitled  to  the  full  distance  of  85  chains  and  50 
links,  as  specified  in  the  grant,  without  any  reference 
to  the  posts  planted  at  the  front  angles  of  the  lot. 
[Macaulay,  C.  J.,  Esten  and  Spragge,  V.CC,  dissenting.] 
Dixon  V.  McLaughlin,  870. 

8.  On  the  8th  of  January,  1886,  a  surveyor,  in  com- 
pliance with  instructions  from  the  Government  agent 
laid  out  a  road  or  street  on  the  northern  limits  of  the 
town  of  London,  two  chains  wide,  a  portion  of  which 
was  then,  and  had  for  some  time  been,  in  the  actual 
possession  of  the  Episcopal  Church,  to  which  body  a 
patent  subsequently,  and  on  the  18th  of  January,  1886, 
was  issued,  granting  to  them  all  that  parcel  or  tract 
of  land,  "  on  which  the  Episcopal  church  now  stands, 
and  containing  four  acres  and  two-tenths  of  an  acre 
or  thereabouts,"  upon  an  indictment  for  a  nuisance  in 
stopping  up  the  highway. 

Heldy  that  this  survey,  although  made  after  the 
grantees  bad  gone  into  possession,  must  prevail  against 
such  possession.      [Hagarty,  J.,  dissentiug.] 

Mountjoy  v.  The  Queen,  429. 


HIGHWAY. 
Bee  "  Grant  for  the  Crown,"  8. 


INDIAN  RIGHTS. 
See  "  Rescission  of  Contract/' 


INJUNCTION. 
See  "  Mutual  Insurance  Company." 
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INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

(electing  to  rebuild) 

See  "  Mutual  Insurance  Company.' 

JUDGMENT  CREDITOR. 
See  "  Equitable  Assets.'* 


LEGACIES. 
(cumulative.) 

See  "Will." 

MAKER  AND  INDORSER. 

The  effect  of  the  12  Victoria,  chapter  70,  comtnonly 
called  '.'  The  evidence  Act,"  was  not  to  repeal  the  5 
William  IV.,  chapter  1 :  where,  therefore,  the  maker 
and  indorser  of  a  promissory  note  were  sued  together 
in  one  action,  and  each  pleaded  a  plea  setting  up  want 
of  consideration  for  making  and  indorsing  the  note 
respectively : 

Held,  that  this  did  not  preclude  the  one  defendant 
calling  and  examining  his  co-defendant  to  prove  the 
truth  of  such  plea  in  favour  of  the  party  so  caUing  him. 

Robertson  v.  Moffatt,  469. 

METES  AND  BOUNDS, 
See  "  Grant  from  the  Crown,"  2. 


MORTGAGE. 

1.  Where  a  party  held  a  mortgage  upon  lands,  and 
the  mortgagor  having  afterwards  become  indebted  to  the 
mortgagee  in  a  further  sum  of  monej ,  crnveyed  the 
lands  to  him  in  fee,  and  some  days  afterwards  the 
grantee  gave  the  mortgagor  a  bond  to  re-convey  upon 
payment  of  the  whole  debt : 

Held,  that  the  grantee  was  entitled  to  hold  the 
premises  as  a  security  for  the  whole  of  his  debt,  as 
against  a  mesne  incumbrance  which  had  been  created 
thereon  between  the  time  of  his  obtaining  the  mortgage 
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and  the  conveyance  to  bim  in  fee,  but  of  which  he  bad 
not  been  notified  before  the  execution  of  the  convey- 
ance under  which  he  claimed.  Heldf  also,  that  regis- 
tration is  not  notice  in  this  country. —  [Grant's  Ch. 
Rep.  vol.  1,  p.  169  ;  but  see  Stat.  18  &  14  Vic.,ch.  68,  , 
sec.  4 ;  Con.  Stats.  U.  C.  p.  894.] 

Street  v.  The  Commercial  Bank,  246. 

2.  In  November,  1884,  the  owner  of  the  land  con- 
veyed the  same  in  fee  for  the  consideration  of  £159  12s. 
6d.,  with  a  proviso  that  if  the  grantor  during  his 
natural  life,  or  his  heirs,  &c.,  in  one  year  after  his 
decease,  should  pay  that  sum  and  interest  to  the  grantee, 
his  heirs,  executors,  &c.,  the  conveyance  and  every 
thing  therein  contained  should  be  null  and  void.  In 
August,  1885,  the  grantor  died  without  having  ever 
paid  any  portion  of  the  principal  or  interest,  and  his 
representatives  had  never  paid  any  portion  thereof. 
Some  time  between  1841  and  1845,  the  grantee  offered 
the  heir-at-law  of  thegrantor  tore-convey  on  payment 
of  principal  and  interest  t;;en  due,  (£225,)  but  which 
offer  he  declined  to  accept,  stating  that  the  land  was 
not  worth  that  sum,  and  subsequently  went  to  reside  in 
the  United  States,  where  he  died,  having  some  time 
previously  to  his  death  conveyed  all  his  interests  in- 
the  land  to  W.  Mi,  who  died  in  1849,  without  ever 
having  registered  his  conveyance,  or  made  any  claim 
to  the  property,  or  seeking  to  redeem  it.  In  1856  the 
heir  of  W.  M.,  a  minor,  filed  a  bill  to  redeem  against 
the  grantee,  and  his  vendee  of  the  estate,  and  which 
the  vendee  had  been  in  possession  of  since  the  time  of 
his  purchase,  and  had  cleared  seventy  acres,  and  made 
other  improvements  to  the  value  of  about  £600  or  £700. 
On  appeal  this  Court,  reversing  the  decree  of  the 
Court  below,  refused  the  relief  asked,  and  dismissed 
the  plaintiff's  bill  with  costs. 

Stanton  v.  McKinley,  265. 


MUTUAL  INSUEANCE  COMPANY. 

According  to  one  of  the  conditions  in  a  policy  of  in- 
surance effected  upon  a  dwelling  house,  the  company 
in  case  of  loss  or  damage  thereto,  were  to  have  the 
option  of  making  good  such  loss  or  damage  either  in 
money,  according  to  the  sum  insured,  or  by  re-building 
84  I  E.  &  A. 
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or  by  repairing  the  same,  according  to  circnmstances. 
The  house  having  been  destroyed  by  fire,  the  company 
instead  of  paying  the  amount  insured,  elected  to  re- 
build, which  they  commenced  doing  without  having 
obtained  from  the  insured  any  plan  of  the  house  des- 
troyed, and  against  his  express  objection  to  their  pro- 
ceeding :  in  erecting  the  new  structure  they  also 
intentionally  departed  from  what  was  known  to  be  a 
feature  of  the  old  building :  thereupon  the  insured  filed 
a  bill  to  restrain  the  company  from  proceeding  to  erect 
the  building  in  the  defective  manner  pointed  out,  and 
praying  that  the  company  might  be  decreed  specificaUy 
to  perform  the  condition  by  erecting  a  house  exactly 
or  at  least  substantially,  corresponding  with  that  des- 
troyed. The  Vice-Chancellor  decreed  the  relief  as 
prayed ;  from  this  decree  the  company  appealed,  and 
on  argument  thereof  the  Court  reversed  the  decree  so 
pronounced,  and  dismissed  the  bill;  but,  under  the 
circumstances,  without  costs. 

The  Home  District  Mutual  Insurance  Company 
V.  Thompson,  247. 


NEW  TRIAL. 

(in   OBIMINAIi  GASES.) 

Held,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Fleas,  that  under  the  statute  (20  Vic.  ch.  61)  the 
Court  is  not  empo^^ered  to  grant  a  new  trial  in  crim- 
inal cases  on  any  ground  apart  from  what  was  done  by 
either  the  Court  or  the  jury  at  the  trial ;  such  as  the 
alleged  discovery  of  new  evidence,  or  a  disappointment 
in  obtaining  witnesses. 

The  Queen  v.  Gray,  501. 


NON-RESIDENTS. 
See  "Pleading." 


NOTICE. 
See  "  Mortgage,"  1. 
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PARTIES. 
(demubreb  fob  want  of.) 
Bee  "  Practice,"  1. 

PAYMENT. 

See  "  Specific  Performance." 


PEV  HOLDER. 
See  "  Disturbance." 

PLEADING. 

A  non-resident  owner  of  lands  in  a  municipality  is 
not  liable  to  be  proceeded  against  by  action  for  the 
recovery  of  rates  imposed  in  respect  of  such  lands, 
unless  it  be  averred  and  proved  that  the  owner  had 
personally  or  in  writing  informed  the  assessor  that  he 
owned  the  property,  and  desired  to  be  assessed  there- 
for ;  and  the  omission  of  the  declaration  to  aver  such 
request  is  not  cured  by  the  defendants  suffering  judg- 
ment to  go  by  default. 

Berlin  v.  Grange,  279. 
See  also  "  Practice,"  1. 


PRACTICE. 

1 .  The  plaintififs  in  the  Court  below  having  filed  their 
bill  to  redeem,  setting  forth  in  a  schedule  the  names  of 
certain  parties  who  had  purchased  portions  of  the 
mortgage  premises,  and  charging  them  with  notice  of 
the  defect  in  the  title,  but  none  of  whom  were  made 
parties,  nor  was  any  reason  assigned  for  not  including 
them  as  parties  to  the  suit ;  one  of  the  defendants  put 
in  a  general  demurrer  for  want  of  parties,  which  upon 
argument  before  the  Vice-Chancellor  was  overruled,  on 
the  ground  that  the  prayer  of  the  bill  was  in  the 
alternative,  and  to  the  relief  prayed  by  one  of  those 
alternatives  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  without  those 
parties  being  present.  Held^  on  appeal,  that  if  for  any 
part  of  the  relief  prayed  other  parties  are  necessary  to 
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be  brought  before  the  Court,  a  demurrer  to  the  whole 
bill  will  hold  ;  but,  as  the  defendant  had  subsequently 
to  the  order  overruling  the  demurrer  put  in  his  answer, 
held,  that  he  was  too  late  in  making  an  appeal  from 
that  order,  and  the  appeal  from  the  order  overruling 
the  demurrer  was  dismissed  without  costs. 

Simpson  v.  Smyth,  9. 

2.  A  bill  having  been  filed  against  trustees  and  execu- 
tors, residing  at  Montreal,  in  the  Province  of  Lower 
Canada,  for  an  account  of  the  estate  of  the  testator,  who, 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  for  some  years  previously, 
had  been  domiciled  there ;  the  trustees,  &c.,  although 
not  obliged  to  do  so,  had  appeared  to,  and  answered 
the  bill,  submitting  to  account,  &c.,  in  such  manner 
as  the  Court  should  direct.  Afterwards,  and  before 
any  evidence  had  been  taken,  they  discovered  that 
there  was  a  very  important  difference  as  to  the  res* 
ponsibility  incurred  by  them  according  to  the  laws  of 
Upper  Canada,  and  what  they  would  have  incurred 
according  to  the  laws  of  Lower  Canada,  but  which  at 
the  time  of  filing  their  answer  they  were  not  aware 
did  exist ;  they  then  moved  the  Court,  upon  affidavits 
setting  forth  these  facts,  to  be  allowed  to  file  a  sup- 
plemental answer,  for  the  purpose  of  stating  the  fact 
of  foreign  domicile,  and  the  law  of  Lower  Canada, 
according  to  which  alone  they  had  always  acted. 

Held,  that  under  the  circumstances,  they  ought  to 
be  allowed  to  file  a  supplemental  answer,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  placing  these  facts  upon  the  pleadings ;  and 
held,  also,  that  although  the  effect  of  such  permission 
might  be  to  enable  the  parties  to  set  up  a  defence  of 
the  want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  Courts  of  this  Province, 
to  interfere  in  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit,  still  that 
was  not  any  objection  against  it,  but  rather  a  reason 
why  they  should  be  permitted  to  file  the  supplemental 
answer. 

Torrance  v.  Crooks,  280. 

Held,  per  Cur.,  (Esten,  V.C,  dissentiente),  that  the 
practice  hitherto  pursued  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of 
confirming  the  Master's  report,  when  the  account  has 
been  taken  ex  parte,  and  without  notice  to  the  defen- 
dant, is  irregular ;  and  that  the  Court  was  right  in 
refusing  to  confirm  the  rei^ort,  notwithstanding  that 
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had  been  the  practice  ever  since  the  order  in  question 
was  made.— [1  Grant's  Ch.  Rep.  257.] 

Hawkins  v.  Jarvis,  246. 

4.  Heldf  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below, 
that  a  writ  of  execution  against  the  goods  of  an  ab- 
sconding debtor,  issued  upon  a  judgment  entered  up 
prior  to  his  absconding,  was  entitled  to  priority  over 
writs  of  attachment  placed  in  the  Sheriff's  hands  be- 
fore such  execution;  notwithstanding  the  judgment, 
upon  which  it  had  been  sued  out,  was  entered  up  upon 
a  cognoyit  in  a  cause  in  which  no  process  had  been 
served  or  executed  before  the  suing  out  of  the  writs  of 
attachment.  [Sir  J.  B.  Robinson,  Bart.,  G.J.,  McLean, 
J.,  and  Spragge,  V.C,  dissenting.] 

Carroll  v.  Potter,  841. 

See  also  "Delivery  of  Goods." 
"  Evidence." 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
See  **  Specific  Performance,"  1. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 
See  "  Equitable  Assets.*' 


REDEMPTION. 
(power  of  court  to  rhpusb.) 

1.  Per  Robinson,  C.J.,  and  McLean,  J. — The  Court 
of  Chancery,  under  the  11th  section  of  the  Chancery 
Act  may,  under  certain  circumstances,  refuse  redemp- 
tion, notwithstanding  twenty  years  have  not  elapsed 
since  the  mortgagor  went  out  of  possession. 

Per  Macavlay  and  Smith,  Ex.  CC-  That  the  Court 
has  not,  under  this  section,  power  to  refuse  redemp- 
tion, where  by  the  law  of  England  the  party  would  be 
entitled  to  redeem,  but  has  only  a  discretion  of  impos- 
ing terms  different  from  those  that  would  be  imposed 
according  to  the  strict  rules  in  England. 

Simpson  v.  Smyth,  9. 
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2.  The  Court  of  Chancery,  under  the  11th  section 
of  the  Chancery  Act,  may,  under  certain  circumstances, 
refuse  redemption,  notwithstanding  twenty  years  have 
not  elapsed  since  the  mortgagor  went  out  of  pos- 
session. 

S.  C.  172. 
See  also  "  Mortgage,"  2. 


REGISTRATION. 
See  "  Mortgage,"  1.* 


RE.PURCHASE. 

(sale  with  bight  of.) 

(See  "Mortgage,"  2. 

RESCISSION  OF  CONTRACT. 

"Where  a  party,  complaining  of  fraud  in  the  execu- 
tion of  a  contract,  filed  a  bill  to  have  it  rescinded,  and 
it  appeared  that  after  discovering  what  was  alleged  as 
fraud  on  the  part  of  the  vendor,  the  vendee  had  con- 
tinued to  deal  with  the  property,  the  subject  of  the 
contract : 

Held,  that  on  that  account,  if  even  the  fraud  had 
been  clearly  established,  the  vendee  was  not  entitled 
to  the  relief  prayed,  and  that  tbe  same  rule  must  pre- 
vail in  granting  or  refusing  relief  in  cases  where  the 
title  to  the  lands  in  question  is  vested  in  the  Crown, 
as  where  the  lands  have  been  granted. 

Bown  V.  West,  111. 


SALE. 

(with  bioht  of  re-pubchasb.) 

See  "  Mortgage,"  2. 
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SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

A.  authorised  his  agent  to  sell  his  estate  for  i£600 
cash :  and  the  agent  instead  of  receiving  cash,  accepted 
bills  from  the  vendee,  drawn  on  his,  the  vendee's  agent 
in  Europe,  which  bills  the  agent  applied  to  his  own 
use,  by  transmitting  them  to  his  correspondents,  to 
whom  he  was  largely  indebted,  and  who  placed  the 
proceeds,  when  honoured,  to  his  credit. 

Held,  reversing  the  decision  of  his  Honour,  the 
Yice-Chancellor,  that  A.  was  not  bound  by  such  acts 
of  his  agent,  that  this  was  not  a  payment  to  A.,  and 
that  until  he  received  the  amount  of  the  purchase 
money  in  cash^  he  was  not  bound  to  execute  a  deed  of 
the  premises. 

Brown  v.  Smart,  148. 


SUMMONS. 
(execution  in  action  not  commenced  by.) 
See  "  Practice,"  4. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  ANSWER. 

See  "  Practice,"  2. 

• 

TAXES. 

(action  fob.) 

See  "Pleading." 


TIME  OP  THE  ESSENCE  OP  THE  CONTRACT. 

Li  contracts  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  flour  at  a 
future  day  and  in  like  cases,  time  is  strictly  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract. 

Coleman  v.  McDermott,  446. 

TRESPASS. 
See  "  Grant  from  the  Crown,"  2. 
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WILL. 


A  testator,  by  his  will,  gave  the  residue  of  bis  real 
and  personal  property  to  his  daughter,  the  lands  to  be 
held  by  her  in  fee  tail ;  and  in  a  subsequent  part  of 
the  will  added,  ''  I  wish  and  desire  that  my  daughter 
shall  make  a  competent  provision  for  my  niece,  Mrs. 
Baby,  at  Hamilton :"  by  a  codicil,  executed  on  the 
same  day  as  the  will,  after  making  certain  alterations 
in  his  will,  he  added,  *'  And  I  do  hereby  devise  to  my 
niece,  Mrs.  Baby,  of  Hamilton,  the  lot  containing  one- 
fifth  of  an  acre  fronting  on  School  Street,  in  the  town 
of  Kingston :" 

Heldf  (first),  afl&rming  the  decision  of  his  Honour, 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  the  words  "  I  wish  and  desire" 
were  not  precatory  merely,  but  directory,  and  formed 
a  charge  upon  the  residuary  estate ;  and,  (secondly), 
reversing  the  judgment  of  his  Honour,  that  the  devise, 
in  the  codicil,  of  the  town  lot  in  Kingston,  was  cumu- 
lative, and  not  substitutional. 

Baby  v.  Miller,  218. 
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WILL. 

A  testator,  by  his  will,  gave  the  residue  of  his  real 
and  personal  property  to  his  daughter,  the  lands  to  be 
held  by  her  in  fee  tail ;  and  in  a  subsequent  part  of 
the  will  added,  "  I  wish  and  desire  that  my  daughter 
shall  make  a  competent  provision  for  my  niece,  Mrs. 
Baby,  at  Hamilton :"  by  a  codicil,  executed  on  the 
same  day  as  the  will,  after  making  certain  alterations 
in  his  will,  he  added,  **  And  I  do  hereby  devise  to  my 
niece,  Mrs.  Baby,  of  Hamilton,  the  lot  containing  one- 
fifth  of  an  acre  fronting  on  School  Street,  in  the  town 
of  Kingston :" 

Held,  (first),  affirming  the  decision  of  his  Honour, 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  the  words  *'  I  wish  and  desire" 
were  not  precatory  merely,  but  directory,  and  formed 
a  charge  upon  the  residuary  estate ;  and,  (secondly), 
reversing  tl^e  judgment  of  his  Honour,  that  the  devise, 
in  the  codicil,  of  the  town  lot  in  Kingston,  was  cumu- 
lative, and  not  substitutional. 

Baby  v.  Miller,  218. 
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WILL. 


A  testator,  by  his  will,  gave  the  residue  of  his  real 
and  persoDal  property  to  his  daughter,  the  lands  to  be 
held  by  her  in  fee  tail ;  and  in  a  subsequent  part  of 
the  will  added,  "  I  wish  and  desire  that  my  daughter 
shall  make  a  competent  provision  for  my  niece,  Mrs. 
Baby,  at  Hamilton :"  by  a  codicil,  executed  on  the 
same  day  as  the  will,  after  making  certain  alterations 
in  his  will,  he  added,  •*  And  I  do  hereby  devise  to  my 
niece,  Mrs.  Baby,  of  Hamilton,  the  lot  containing  one- 
fifth  of  an  acre  fronting  on  School  Street,  in  the  town 
of  Kingston :" 

Heldy  (first),  afl&rming  the  decision  of  his  Honour, 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  that  the  words  *'  I  wish  and  desire" 
were  not  precatory  merely,  but  directory,  and  formed 
a  charge  upon  the  residuary  estate ;  and,  (secondly) » 
reversing  the  judgment  of  his  Honour,  that  the  devise, 
in  the  codicil,  of  the  town  lot  in  Kingston,  was  cumu- 
lative, and  not  substitutional. 

Baby  v.  Miller,  218. 
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